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ABSTRACT
Newell, Eugene B . , M .S .F ., June 15, 1976 Forestry
A Conservative Inquiry Into the Annual Economic Value of National 
Forest Land Outputs Relative to Thirty-Four Montana Counties 
(229 pp.)
Director: Richard E. Shannon
The purpose of this paper is to weigh the annual benefits of national 
forest lands under recent management in the State of Montana, 
Further, the analysis focuses on breaking the benefits out by 
counties and estimating a denominator in terms of dollars.
As inferred, the analysis involves an accounting of resource usage 
and output on an annual basis. The process of establishing the re­
lated dollar values was done by either using receipts to the National 
Forest Fund, receipts to the national forest in which sales were 
made, or U .S. Forest Service approximations of fa ir market values
The conclusions entail dollar values for grazing, mineral, pipeline 
and powerline rights-of-way, recreation, timber, and water for all 
th irty-four counties having national forest lands in them. It was 
determined by summing these values that the approximate annual 
worth of the above resource uses amounts to $84,784, 188.
II
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
ACKNOWLEDGMENT
I earnestly wish to acknowledge Dr. Richard E, Shannon and 
the contributing County Commissioners of Western Montana for the 
opportunity to do this analysis.
I also wish to thank the many nice people who are employed 
by the U.S. Forest Service in Montana that have assisted me in 
the collection and comprehension of this data. To Karen Wilson 
I give a special thanks for the excellent job she did in helping me 
compile and type this paper. Also, I thank Dr. Ervin Schuster for 
his assistance in writing the OMNITAB computer program for 
analyzing the enormous amount of recreation data.
Last, I thank Doni and Joey for their love and patience. With­
out that, this study would have been authored by another individual.
Ill
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
TABLE OF CONTENTS
ABSTRACT..........................................   ii
ACKNOWLEDGMENT.............................................................................................. i i i
ILLUSTRATIONS........................................................................................................ vi
LIST OF TABLES........................................................................................................ vit
CHAPTER
I INTRODUCTION................................................................ 1
II PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF
THE DATA AND APPLIED ECONOMIC 
VALUATION CRITERIA........................................... 6
Grazing
Minerals
Pipeline and Powerline Rights-of-Way
Recreation
Timber
Water
III CONCLUSIONS.................................................................... 42
Final Remarks Relative to the 
Analysis
APPENDIX A LETTERS AND DOCUMENTS RELATIVE
TO THE ANALYSIS......................................................... 61
Minerals
Recreation
Timber
Excerpts from the Forest Service Manual, 
Title 2700
Excerpts from the Forest Service Manual, 
Title 6500
tv
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX B TABLES OF CALCULATIONS FOR 
EACH RESOURCE U S E ........................... 1 1 4
Part 1 , Comparison of National 
Forest Acreage for 1970 and 1975 
Part 2, Revenue—National Forest 
Fund for Fiscal Years 1972 through 
1974
Part 3, Summary of A ll National 
Forests in Terms of Quantity and 
Value fo r Each National Forest Use 
Part 4, Grazing Data by Forest by 
County 
Part 5, Recreation Data 
Part 6 , Timber Data Calculations 
by Forest by County 
Part 7, Water Data Calculations by 
Forest by County
APPENDIX C
BIBLIOGRAPHY
COMPUTER PROGRAMS 219
228
V
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
ILLUSTRATIONS
Number Page
2 - 1  Field Form ...................................................................................................... 10
2-2 C & H Grazing Allotment Action Sheet...................................11
2-3 Map Showing County Line Splitting Allotments . . .  1 2
2—4 Recreation Preferences Spectrum..................................................3 3
2-5 Timber Cut Record........................................................................................4 1
2-6 Field Approximation of the Lewis and Clark
National Forest Timber Volume Cut and Value 
by County for the Fiscal Year 1973 .....................................  44
V I
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
LIST OF TABLES
Table Page
1 - 1  Matrix of Counties and National Forests In Montana . . .  2
2-1 Average Anlmal-Unlt-Months and Average Fair
Market Return for Grazing Computed Over the 
Grazing Seasons 1972 through 1974 for USFS
Lands In Montana..............................................................................................  18
2-2 Average Return to the National Forest Fund from
Mineral Receipts During the Fiscal Years 1972 
to 1974 for Montana ..................................................................................22
2-3 Statistics on Use of the Powerline and Pipeline
Rlghts-of-way for the Twenty-seven Relevant 
Counties.................................................................................................................25-26
2-4 A Comparison of the Minimum Annual Fee Approach
as Described In FSM Title 2700 (p/2728.12d) and 
the Actual Annual Fee Received by the USFS for 
Fiscal Year 1974   27-28
2-5 Preference Types 1 Through 5 ..........................................................34-35
2-6 Mean Average Recreation V isitor Days and
"Willingness to Pay" Values for the National 
Forests In Montana by County from 1972 to 1974. . . 38-39
2-7 Average Thousand Board Feet and Bid Value
Relative to Timber Computed Over the Fiscal 
Years 1972 Through 1974 for USFS Lands In 
Montana..........................................................................................................................45
2-8 Assumed Annual Water Yields In Acre Feet and
the Dollar Values for A ll Counties Encompassing 
National Forest Lands In M ontana...............................................50—51
vll
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
3-1 Summary of Total Annual Value fo r the Thirty-
Four Counties Containing National Forest L_and . . . 53-54
3-2 Total Average Annual National Forest Fund
Revenues for A ll National Forests Represented
in Montana.....................................................................................................................5 5
vui
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
Eleven of the fifteen national forests of the Northern Region of
the United States Forest Service (USFS) are represented in the
State of Montana. Portions of these national forests occur either by
themselves or concurrently in thirty-four of Montana’s counties.
(These are defined in Table 1 .)
The existence of national forest lands within these counties
causes both benefits and burdens to be borne by the citizenry of
these and the surrounding counties. Realizing the burdens, the
Federal Government has historically made, and is presently making,
some compensation to these counties from receipts earned by the
national forests.
In the words of George Fleming, the Region One Director of
Fiscal Management:
"Forest Service receipts are distributed to states and 
counties in accordance with the Act of May 23, 1908,
(16 use 500). The Act provides that 25 percent of 
monies received from each national forest w ill be paid 
to the state in which the forest is situated. If a forest 
is situated in more than one county, the distributive 
share is proportional to its acreage in each county."^
1 The Missoulian, (Missoula, Montana), September 10, 1975
1
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TABLE 1-1
MATRIX OF COUNTIES AND NATIONAL FORESTS IN MONTANA
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 ̂The Kaniksu National Forest only occurs in Lincoln antd Sanders 
Counties .
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These monies are commonly referred to as the "25 Percent 
Fund." That is, they are twenty-five percent of the National Forest 
Fund (NFF) revenues, made up of receipts to the national forests 
from seven "resource classes": timber, grazing, land use, recre­
ation, power, minerals, and admission and user fees.  ̂ In actuality, 
the bulk of the receipts to the NFF comes from the timber resource 
class. As George Fleming stated, "Approximately 95 percent of 
the Northern Region's revenue is from timber sales.
It has been the opinion of many of the county commissioners 
representing the citizenry in Western Montana that there exists a 
serious disparity between what the counties encompassing the 
USFS lands receive from the 25 Percent Fund and the financial 
burden associated with the presence of the lands. In March of 
1975, several county commissioners met in Missoula at the Florence 
Hotel and decided to fund a study to be performed under the super­
vision of Dr. Richard E, Shannon of the University of Montana.
This paper is a portion of that study. It is a valuation of 
annual resource outputs from all the national forest lands in Montana. 
To the extent possible, emphasis was placed on paralleling resource
^The specific sources of the receipts under each resource 
class category mentioned can be found in the FSM, Title 6500 on 
pages 6531 . 1 2 b- 1  a to 6531 . 1 2b-3. These pages can be located in 
Appendix B of this presentation.
2
See supra, p. 1 , n. 1 .
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class categories comprising the National Forest Fund. The objective 
was to conservatively estimate, to the nearest possible degree, the 
fa ir market value of each of these resource uses on an annual basis 
for each county containing Forest Service lands. ^
Resource uses observed in this valuation are timber, grazing, 
land use in terms of pipeline rights-of-way, recreation, power in 
terms of powerline rights-of-way, mineral disposal, and water. 
Water is given credence in this analysis although it in itself does 
not correspond to a resource use category in the National Forest 
Fund. That is to say, its significance as an annual national forest 
product is deemed highly important for any comprehensive resource 
valuation.
Forest Service data, valuation techniques, and Forest Service
personnel advice have been relied upon totally for this presentation.
Because of the enormous volume of numerical manipulations, there
are bound to be some errors; but, because of the analytical circum—
2
spection employed, it is assumed that these errors are minute.
^Where a fa ir market return could not be reasonably approxi­
mated, the alternative value approximation was generally felt to be 
biased downward.
o
Although much of the grazing and recreation information was 
appraised with the use of computer analysis, there was s till a 
considerable amount of machine calculation employed in these 
evaluations. If the data in all other resource categories had been 
amenable to computer analysis it would have been used extensively 
there. However, the general characteristics of the accumulated
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Recreation and grazing units and values are averaged in terms 
of the calendar years 1972 to 1974. Timber and mineral use are 
observed as averages over the fiscal years 1972 to 1974. Power- 
line and pipeline rights-of-way use have been assumed to stay 
fa irly  consistent and are only observed over the fiscal year of 1974. 
Water units in terms of acre feet of annual runoff is for 1970 be­
cause of data unavailability for more recent years . ̂
A more "in depth" exposure w ill come in the next chapter as 
to the procedures used for the valuation of each resource category.
It is hoped that the reader w ill be able to follow through this pre­
sentation well enough to retrace the steps used in each general 
resource use valuation.
No conclusions are drawn in this presentation relative to the 
"highest and best use" of the national forest lands in any county or 
any national forest. The only purpose was that of a conservative 
valuation as previously described.
data precluded the extensive use of the computer, thus most of the 
analyses were resolved through mindful machine calculation. These 
calculations were checked by using USFS totals and cross summation 
verifications.
 ̂An exception was the Beaverhead National Forest where 
Wallace Page, the Forest Hydrolog 1st, was able to compute current 
water yield figures .
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER II 
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DATA
AND
APPLIED ECONOMIC VALUATION CRITERIA
In this chapter each matter of resource analysis is explained 
along with the necessary assumptions that were made for arriving 
at a valuation. Grazing (which falls in resource class 2  of the 
National Forest Fund), w ill be the firs t to be examined and then 
mineral use, power and pipeline rights-of-way, recreation use, 
timber, and last, water.
Grazing
For many years the western range livestock industry has 
been centered around the use of the public lands.  ̂ The annual 
average use of Forest Service lands in Montana for grazing is 
just one example. Excluding all other types of grazing except that 
for which the USFS is receiving receipts in terms of designated 
grazing allotments, it was determined that an average of 393,652
 ̂Public Land Law Review Commission, One Third of the 
Nation's Land, Report to the President and the Congress, 1970,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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cattle and horse animal-unit-months, and an an average of 112,439 
sheep and goat animal—unit-months were being produced in Montana 
annually. ̂
The return to the National Forest Fund from the sale of the 
animal-unit-months (AUMs) is not truly descriptive of their real
2
economic value. In the words of the Public Land Law Commission:
"A study of user charges released by the Bureau of the 
Budget in 1964, recommended that an interagency group 
develop a uniform system for establishing grazing fees 
based on the economic value of the forage to the user.
The group submitted a report in 1967 recommending a 
fee system which was adopted by the Forest Service 
and Bureau of Land Management in 1969. The system 
adopted provides for increasing grazing fees over a 
period of 10 years by annual increments added to $1 .23 
per AUM."^
The annual increments added to the base of $ 1  .23 per cow or 
AUM in 1969 raised the price to $1 .37 per AUM for 1972, $ 1  .41
^This is in terms of a "mean average" produced in calendar 
years for all of the eleven national forests represented in the thirty- 
four counties for the years 1972 to 1974. The time span actually 
being considered is generally from mid—June to late October for 
any chosen year.
p
See supra, n. 1 .
3The "economic value of the forage" is interpreted to mean 
the same thing as the "fa ir market value of the forage." The com­
mission went on to say: "Fa ir market value for public land grazing
is not necessarily the same as the value of private grazing land. It 
is the price which would be paid for public land grazing, given all 
of the advantages and disadvantages of grazing domestic livestock 
on public lands. It is the value that ordinarily would be established 
by operation of the open market." More detailed explanations of 
this are offered in Appendix B of this paper.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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per AUM for 1973, and $1 .54 per AUM for 1974. The fa ir market 
value for either sheep or goat AUMs was computed at one-fifth the 
forementioned return for cattle and horse AUMs.
Fees equal to the derived fa ir returns were not collected 
during 1972-74. Since they were not collected, the valuation of 
grazing's economic worth in those years meant obtaining the numbers 
of publically produced AUMs for each county in each national forest 
and multiplying them times the given fa ir market value of AUMs in 
that year.  ̂ Data for cattle and horse AUMs was handled separately 
from the data for sheep and goat animal-unit-months, Values for 
the counties, where both types of AUMs were present, were derived 
by combining the results.
Paradoxically, gathering data on the number of AUMs for the 
three years, for the eleven national forests, was not a routine 
assignment. Data was kept in every officially acceptable fashion at 
the Supervisors' Offices of each National Forest (assuming it was 
kept).
A special field form for the collection of this data was used.
It aided in efficiently transferring the data into the quickly typed
^Rather than doing the computations one year at a time, it was 
more efficient to calculate the average fa ir market value over all of 
the years using a simple computer program of matrix multiplication. 
See the program written in Basic language in Appendix C.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
computer program used in the monetary appraisal (see Illustration
2 - 1) .
To recount adequately the accumulation of animal-unit-months 
statistics used in this analysis, it must be reviewed on a forest-by­
forest basis.
Beaverhead National Forest
The Beaverhead National Forest kept the grazing data in sep­
arate folders under the names of the respective grazing allotments. 
For each year there was a U .S . Forest Service form number R l- 
2220-la entitled C & H GRAZING ALLOTMENT ACTION SHEET AND 
ACTUAL USE RECORD (see Illustration 2—2). The number of 
publically supplied AUMs was given under "Approved PAID permits" 
for each applicant or permittee using the allotment.
Identification of the county (tes) in which the allotment(s) fell 
was done by using a comprehensive map depicting all of the allot­
ments on the forest. . . Where a county line split the allotment, 
an estimate was made as to the percent of the allotment within each 
of the counties (refer to Illustration 2-3). Applying that estimate to 
the numbers of AUMs, a county proportionment was made.
Bitterroot National Forest
Grazing information was acquired in exactly the same way as
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Illustration 2 - 1  . Field Form for Grazing Fee Data.
FOREST
COUNTY GRAZING FEE DATA (for years 1 972-74)
Grazing Fee
District Allotment Y r . Animals AUMs 1974 1978 1 972
74 * *
73 * *
72 *
74 * *
73 * *
72 * *
74 *
73 * *
72 *
74 *
73 * *
72 » *
74 * *
73 * *
72 * *
District Allotment Y r. Animals AUMs 1974 1973 1972
74 + *
73 * *
72 * *
74 *
73 * *
72 * *
74 *
73 * *
72 * *
74 * *
73 * +
72 * *
74 *
73 * +
72 *
D istrict Allotment Y r. Animals AUMs 1974 1973 1972
74 * *
78 * *
72 * *
74 * *
73 * %
72 * *
74 *
73 * 4=
72 * *
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Illustration 2-2. C & H Grazing Allotment Action Sheet.
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Illustration 2—3. Map Showing County Line Splitting Allotments
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described on the Beaverhead National Forest. 
Custer National Forest
The Custer National Forest data was gathered by a procedure 
very sim ilar to that used on the Beaverhead National Forest. It 
differed only in how the U.S. Forest Service form number R 1-2220- 
la was kept. These forms were not kept in the allotment folders 
but were kept instead in books.
Deerlodge National Forest
The Deerlodge National Forest varied from the Beaverhead 
National Forest in terms of delineation of counties in which the 
allotments fe ll. The available sources of information were scanty. 
Since there was no comprehensive allotment map, county identifi­
cation for the allotments was done by:
1) Using a permittee's name to locate in a permittee folder 
the county of the allotments in which his livestock grazed.
2 ) Where the county could not be determined using the firs t 
procedure, a permittee’s name was used to locate his 
address in a telephone book. The allotment was then 
assumed to coincide with the county in which the permittee 
resided .
3) For the Butte Ranger D istrict, an experienced employee
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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of the Deerlodge National Forest named Jim Cole approxi­
mated the locations of several allotments.
Flathead National Forest
The USFS form number Rl-2220—la was not used to record 
AUMs on the Flathead National Forest. Instead, this data was 
available under the names of the permittees themselves. In this 
case, all permittees had to be summed up for the allotment that 
they mutually grazed. Identification of the county in which the 
allotment fell was done as on the Beaverhead National Forest.
Gallatin National Forest
Acquiring the information on grazing for the Gallatin National 
Forest was not too dissim ilar to the procedure used on the Flathead 
National Forest, although there was a difference. Grazing data was 
kept in three files labelled:
2230-2 C & H Closed
2230-2 C & H Permits
2230-6 S & G Permits (Open & Closed)
There were four steps involved in calculating the information. The 
firs t step involved looking up each allotment in a small file box. On 
each allotment card were kept the names of all the permittees. The 
next step was to look up each permittee and copy the number of AUMs
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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under paid permit that he grazed for the desired years. The third 
step was to sum all of this data for a given year, thus getting the 
total amount of AUMs for the allotment. Once this was done for all 
the permittees and allotments on the forest, then the last step was 
the identification of the correct county(ies) to attribute each allotment 
using the same procedure as that used on the Beaverhead National 
Forest.
Helena National Forest
Grazing information was acquired in exactly the same way as 
described for the Custer National Forest.
Kootenai and Kaniksu National Forests
Since the Kootenai National Forest administers the Montana 
portion of the Kaniksu National Forest that data was kept at the 
Kootenai Supervisor's Office. A form entitled the "2500 Cooperation" 
was used to acquire the desired information on AUMs.
County breakdown for these forests' grazing allotments re­
sembled the procedure used on the Beaverhead National Forest.
Lewis and Clark National Forest
The Lewis and Clark National Forest had the forms Rl-2220-la 
in a fashion very sim ilar to the way they were kept on the Custer
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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National Forest. However, they also had this data on summary 
sheets by county. Once several spot checks were made to see how 
well the data compared to the publically provided AUMs on the of­
fic ia l form, the county summary sheets were used. This was done 
relative to all statistics on cattle and horse allotments. It was 
deemed easier in the analysis to use the official form for both packer 
allotments and sheep and goat allotments.
Except for the packer allotment data, the Lewis and Clark 
data was more conveniently machine calculated because of its 
physical characteristics. Most mathematical calculations were 
done by the forest personnel; therefore, the remaining computations 
were relatively inconsequential.
Minor adjustments were made in the county distributions using 
a comprehensive allotment map on the Forest.
Lolo National Forest
Grazing information was acquired in exactly the same way as 
described on the Beaverhead National Forest. Naturally, this type 
of analysis must be backed by two important assumptions relative to 
the gathering of these statistics from each national forest. Those 
assumptions are:
1 ) that all of the relevant data was available at the location 
and time that it was being collected, and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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2) that the available data was correctly copied.
Given confidence that the data was adaptably useful and de­
pendably correct, the simple but arduous task of further manipulation 
was performed. The final results of that manipulation are rendered 
on the following page.
Minerals
It seems safe to speculate that the historical and present
productive value of the mineral resource from the USFS lands in
the Treasure State of Montana has been and is now significant. To
quote the Public Land Law Commission;
" . . .mineral extraction is an intensive use of public 
land. This is illustrated by the fact that in 1968 there 
were 8,245 producing leases, prim arily for oil and 
gas, under the Mineral Leasing Act,^ generating 
royalties to the Federal Government of over $92 
million from less than six m illion acres. And an 
even smaller area is required for the production of 
hard minerals, such as copper and lead. Areas that 
were public lands when minerals were firs t discovered 
on them have contributed much of the Nation's pro­
duction of hard minerals, and in some cases have been 
almost the sole source . " ̂
I 3 0  use ss 181 et. seq. (1964).
In fact, it was disclosed in a personal interview with Sid Groff, 
Montana State Geologist, that a study is underway at present to draw
^Public Land Law Review Commission, One Third of the 
Nation's Land, Report to the President and the Congress, 1970.
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TABLE 2-1
AVERAGE ANIMAL-UNIT-MONTHS AND AVERAGE PAIR 
MARKET RETURN FOR GRAZING COMPUTED OVER THE GRAZING 
SEASONS 1 972 THROUGH 1974 FOR U.S. F. S. LANDS IN MONTANA
COUNTY C&H AUMs S&G AUMs TOTAL VALUE 
$
Beaverhead 20,781 38,070 1 1 1 ,786
Broadwater 11,343 2,818 17,111
Carbon 5,742 2,266 8,891
Carter 19,322 27,837
Cascade 3,869 1 ,293 5,917
Chouteau 4,961 7, 144
Deer Lodge 5,561 133 8,041
Fergus 3,879 1 ,500 5,990
Flathead 2,217 3, 160
Gallatin 8,036 4,471 12,893
Glacier 1,115 886 1 ,852
Golden Valley 723 1 ,041
Granite 12,578 17,514
Jefferson 19,334 26,838
Judith Basin 12,224 14 17,348
Lake 252 363
Lewis and Clark 11,392 5,146 17,332
Lincoln 9,418 13,563
Madison 49,403 40,351 83,125
Meagher 20,588 3,865 32,060
M ineral 1 ,847 2,331
Missoula 4,459 6,391
Park 1 0  , 1 6 8 5,966 15,445
Pondera 215 310
Powder River 91,012 131,158
Powell 5,806 4,200 9,541
Ravalli 12,266 17,634
Rosebud 15,889 22,906
Sanders 2 , 744 1 0 3,961
Silver Bow 12,821 18,468
Stillwater 3,400 4,869
Sweet Grass 6,280 1 ,450 10 ,108
T eton 1 ,320 1 ,804
Wheatland 2,687 3,867
TOTAL 393,652 112,439 668,626
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some conclusions relative to the mineral producing capacity of the 
USFS lands in Montana.^ This study is to be funded at $1 0 0 , 0 0 0  per
p
year for a period of two years.
Currently, the extent of the data base is generally in the form 
of bulletins published by the Bureau of Mines and Geology. These 
publications do a meritorious job of comparing, on a county basis, 
production of various minerals and their total value during any given 
year. They are, however, not published annually, nor for every 
county; and even if  they were, it appears likely that the attribution 
from the public lands to the total might be difficult to determine in
O
whole. Thus, for this study, a valuation approximation on annual 
productive value of minerals from Forest Service lands was deemed 
prohibitive.
The alternative used was the averaging of the National Forest 
Fund (NFF) revenues for the three fiscal years 1972 through 1974. 
These receipts, which represented the total monetary return coming 
to the Forest Service for mineral disposal, were separated relative 
to each national forest in Montana. This job was accomplished 
through the efforts of the Resource Clarks at each Forest Supervisor
^Private interview held at Montana Tech, Butte, Montana,
June, 1975.
^Ibid.
3The author discovered that such information relative to mining
production is often withheld to avoid disclosing individual company 
confidential data.
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Office.
If the observer accepts the fact that "locatable" minerals
( i.e ., copper, lead, etc.), under patented claims can only be looked
at as a private entity, disclaimed entirely as a product of the Forest
Service lands, then the receipts to the National Forest Fund probably
are conservatively representative of the mineral use value. The
composition of these revenues is defined under Resource Class 6
of the Forest Service Manual, Title 6500, page 6531 .12b—3, as:
" . . . including (1) sale of minerals under 36 CFR 251,
(2 ) fees from permits issued by Forest Service (a) 
under paragraph VI of Interdepartmental Agreement on 
Reorganization Plan 3 of 1946, and (b) for geological or 
geophysical prospecting, and (3) collections made by 
the Bureau of Land Management and Geological Survey 
for mineral leases and permits required to be deposited 
to Forest Service accounts. Includes receipts from 
geothermal activity on National Forest lands . Includes 
special-use permit transfer and special fees that are 
applicable to this resource class."
In general, the monetary returns to the Nation's national 
forests vary with the procedures of mineral disposal and the laws 
and regulations that govern the disposals. Minerals are disposed 
of in three distinct ways. ^
F irs t, there are the "locatables" ( i.e .,  copper, lead, etc.) 
which can be claimed and patented, or claimed and left unpatented.
If patented, the Forest Service receives a five dollar return per
1 B illy  Hicks, Regional Geologist, USFS, private interview 
held in his office, December, 1975.
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acre for a load claim and a two dollar and fifty  cent return per 
acre for a placer claim. If unpatented, mining takes place but no 
monetary return is made to the Forest Service .
Second, there are the "leasables .” They are minerals such 
as phosphate, o il, gas and coal. The Forest Service receives 
approximately the same premium for the lease that a private 
syndicate or individual would receive.
The last form of disposal involves minerals which are not 
particularly unique. These are the "common varieties." Gen­
erally, they are construction materials including sand, gravel, 
etc. Ordinarily, they are disposed on on a competitive bid basis 
except when the user is a Federal or State agency or definable as 
a non—profit concern . ^
By bringing together the information for each national forest 
relating to the NFF receipts for mineral disposal, the valuation 
estimates were made as seen in Table 2-2.
2
Pipeline and Powerline Rights—of-Way
Within Montana, on national forest lands, there are 1107.3 
miles of rights—of-way, accommodating pipeline and powerline user
^36 CFR 251 .4 sec. a, s .v . i(4) .
^Both "above ground" and buried powerlines are included in 
this appraisal.
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TABLE 2-2
AVERAGE RETURN TO THE NATIONAL FOREST FUND 
FROM m in e r a l  RECEIPTS DURING THE FISCAL 
YEARS 1972 TO 1974 FOR MONTANA*
County
Amount of Average 
Return in Dollars (NFF)
Beaverhead 1 0
Carbon 2 2
Cascade 23
Flathead 73
Gallatin 523
Granite 25
Jefferson 17
Lewis and Clark 15
Lincoln 154
M issoula 11
Park 1 ,284
Ravalli 412
Sanders 197
Total 2,766
*Only counties which produced minerals in the form that receipts 
to the National Forest Fund are gathered are mentioned.
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interest in twenty-seven counties. The largest number of miles in
any one county was 181 miles in Lincoln County.
Not all users need pay a charge for right-of-way use . For
instance. Rural Electrification Administration (REA) cooperative
line subsidies are quite common. Furthermore, other government
agencies are not required to compensate for right-of-way use.
However, private users do pay a fee. Having reviewed the
Title 2700 Forest Service Manual (FSM) there appears to be no
discernable difference in how the Forest Service describes charging
for small or large powerlines (i.e . , carrying 33 kilovolts or more),
or charging for either oil or gas pipeline rights-of-way. The
prevailing rule used for charging users for these rights-of-way
uses is summed up in Section 2738.12d of the FSM where it states:
"Fees w ill be based on land value (FSM 2715) where land 
value can reasonably be determined. The minimum annual 
fee is $2 . 0 0  per acre or $1 0 . 0 0  per mile or fraction there­
of, whichever is greater for each line constructed on the 
right-of-way. " ̂
These monies thus received by the Forest Service are transferred
into the National Forest Fund under the resource classes 3 ( i.e . ,
2
land uses) and 5 ( i.e .,  power).
^See Title 2700 FSM, pages 2728.1-1 to 2728.13d in Appendix 
B of this paper for reference to pipeline and powerline user fees. 
Make special note of pages 2728.11c, 2728.12d, 2728.13c.
^See Title 6500 FSM, page 6531 . 12b-2, in Appendix B.
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Obviously, since all users are not represented in the paying 
category, the fees being made available to the National Forest Fund 
for rights-of-way usage are at best a conservative estimate of the 
true annual benefit. Yet, these receipts as described in the Region 
One Land Use Report were ultimately used for this valuation. ^
However, the "minimum annual fee approach" as previously 
described was attempted. The results were interesting. Nine of 
the counties had actual NFF receipts higher than the values computed 
using this approach. This illustrates that fees paid may be detei— 
mined more by land value than by the mere minimum charge method. 
The results of this analysis are seen in Tables 2-3 and 2-4. The 
actual receipts were used in this study's final analysis.
Recreation
Historically, recreation use on national forest lands has been 
deemed to be a non-consumptive use; therefore, free access was 
felt justified to all recreation users. Today, however, the Forest
4
Late in the study it was decided that right-of-way use should 
at least be appraised in terms of what the U.S. Forest Service is 
actually receiving. A more indepth approach could have been made 
earlier in the study; but, even if an "on location" analysis had been 
done on each forest, the increases in values derived would have been 
relatively inconsequential on the total impact of the study. Admittedly 
the increases may, however, have been large in percentage terms 
referring to the present receipts. They would have s till been con­
servative given that the most that could be allocated per mile for 
REA or other agency use would have only been$10 .00 or, alternatively, 
$ 2  . 0 0  per acre .
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T A B L E  2 - 3
STATISTICS ON USE OF POWERLINE AND PIPELINE 
RIGHTS-OF-WAY FOR THE TWENTY-SEVEN RELEVANT CfONTIES
Acres USERS
County Miles Permitted Area Charged Free Other Agency
Beaverhead 19.4 73.2 2 1 0 O
Broadwater 16.3 11.9 4 2 1
Carbon 31 .9 200.4 3 1 0
Carter 2.9 14.1 0 1 0
Cascade 63.9 104.8 5 0 1
Deer Lodge 3 2 . 3 313.2 7 1 1
Flathead 92 .5 385.2 7 1 0 0
Gallatin 47 .O 310.8 9 1 0
Glacier 7.3 13.3 0 2 o
Granite 20.7 78.4 1 0 1 0
Jefferson 59.5 466.0 13 4 0
Judith Basin 19.2 37.4 1 2 0
Lake 8.4 20.4 2 1 0
Lewis & Clark 1 0 2  . 2 499. 1 2 2 6 3
Lincoln 181 . 0 839.6 1 0 1 0 0
Madison 12.4 40.5 5 1 O
Meagher 57.3 59. 1 2 3 1
M ineral 28.7 313.9 8 3 1
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t a b l e  2-3 (Continued)
County Miles
Acres 
Permitted Area Charged
USERS
Free Other Agency
M  issoula 49.8 206.3 13 1 O 0
Park 26.0 97.7 4 6 0
Powder River 66.7 290.8 0 2 0
Powell 6.3 2 0 . 6 1 1 1
Ravalli 28.0 58.2 0 3 0
Sanders 87.5 1008.0 1 0 8 1
Silver Bow 27.4 162.0 8 2 2
Stillwater 4.4 26.4 3 0 0
Sweet Grass 8.3 19.6 1 3 0
TOTALS 1107.3 5670.9 150 94 1 2
* All Information presented is from Region 1 , Land Use Report 
Number 9 and is relative for November 1 , 1973 to November 1 ,
1974.
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T A B L E  2 - 4
A COMPARISON OF THE MINIMUM ANNUAL FEE APPROACH AS DESCRIBED IN FSM 
TITLE 2700 (p/ 2728.12d) AND THE ACTUAL ANNUAL FEE RECEIVED BY THE USFS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1974
3
3 "
CD
CD"O
O
Q.
O
3
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O
CD
Q .
■D
CD
C/)
C/)
County
/At $ 2 . 0 0 /
Acre
At $10.00/ 
Mile
M inimum 
Use Value
Actual 
Annual Fee
Actual Fee 
Is Greater
Beaverhead 146.40 194.00 194.00 108.40
Broadwater 2 3 .8 0 163.00 163.00 80.00
Carbon 400.80 319.00 400.80 180.00
Carter 28.20 2 9 .0 0 29.00 0 .0 0
Cascade 209.60 639.00 639.00 132.00
Deer Lodge 626.40 3 23 .00 626.40 150.00
Flathead 770.40 925.00 925.00 753.00
Gallatin 621.60 470.00 621.60 1155.50 X
Glacier 2 6 .6 0 73.00 73.00 0 . 0 0
Granite 156.80 207.00 2 07 .00 230.40 X
Jefferson 932.00 595.00 932.00 1930.00 X
Judith Basin 74.80 192.00 192.00 2 0 . 0 0
Lake 40.80 84.00 84.00 90.00 X
Lewis and Clark 998.20 10 2 2 . 0 0 1 0 2 2 . 0 0 655.00
Lincoln 1679.20 1810.00 1810.00 1280.00
Madison 81 . 0 0 124.00 124.00 281 .25 X
Meagher 118 .20 573.00 573.00 40.00
K>
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TABLE 2-4 (Continued)
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Courty
At $2.00/
Acre
At $10.00/
Mile
Minimum 
Use Value
Actual 
Annual Fee
Actual Fee 
Is Greater
Mineral 627.80 287.00 627.80 1 1 0 . 0 0
Missoula 412.60 498.00 498.00 522.00 X
Park 195.40 260.00 260.00 407.50 X
Powder River 581.60 667.00 667.00 0 . 0 0
Powell 41 .20 63.00 63.00 2 0 . 0 0
Ravalli 116.40 280.00 280.00 0 . 0 0
Sanders 2016.00 875.00 2016.00 591.60
Silver Bow 324.00 274.00 324.00 1383.80 X
Stillwater 52.80 44.00 52.80 6 6 . 0 0 X
Sweet Grass 39.20 83.00 83.00 17.50
TOTAL 11341.80 11115.00 13487.40 1 0 2 0 0 . 0 0
W
03
Actual fee data was taken from the Region One Land Use Report Number 9,
2 9
Service has intensified its efforts in providing recreational facilities
and access, etc. This intensification has been at federal expense.
The Forest Service has now begun to make nominal charges for the
use of some of the facilities it has provided. It is believed that
these charges w ill help to defray at least part of the cost of these
recreation management intensifications.
Charges are not collected from every recreation user entering
the national forest.  ̂ Even if they were, they probably would not be
a satisfactory measure of value. They would probably be in the form
of an indiscriminate general fee, collected through the sale of annual
permits, with no reference to the particular recreational activity
2
use being made or the associated activity site value.
At this point it becomes apparent that the recreation use is 
a difficult benefit to measure in terms of monetary worth. After a ll,
the recreation use may be in a form as simple as reading a Forest
3Service interpretive sign while driving through a national forest.
 ̂Not all users prefer recreation that occurs at intensive 
developments. Other provisions on a less specific or intensive 
basis are made at federal expense such as hiking tra ils and mul­
tiple use roads and no charges are made for their use.
^Public Land Law Review Commission, One Third of the 
Nation's Lands, Report to the President and the Congress, 1970.
^This is actually defined by the Forest Service as two dif­
ferent distinct recreation activities .
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Or, alternatively, the use may be one requiring substantial personal 
experience and may occur at some specialized site, such as 
mountain climbing. Forest Service policy argues that there are 
varying values associated with these characteristically differing 
activities.
The problem now becomes one of deciding what measure of 
time to use and then what value to place on the calculated average 
"times" spent in each recreation activity. Recreation time is 
generally measured either in terms of a recreation day or a visitor 
day. A recreation day is defined as "a standard unit of use con­
sisting of a visit by one individual to a recreation development or 
area for recreation purposes during any reasonable portion or all 
of a 24-hour period."^ A visitor day contrasts from a recreation 
day by being simply a standard of twelve hours. The Forest Service 
has chosen to use the visitor day as their standard in Region One. 
This is probably due to their yearly accounting of recreation use 
(previous to the applied valuation usage) as always being in units 
of visitor days .
Guidance as to how to value recreation was derived from an 
established range of "willingness to pay" values firs t originating in
^Dyrland, Resource Capability System, A User's Guide, 
Part VI. Forest Service, U .S. Department of Agriculture (1973), 
p. 46.03.
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1964, specified in Senate Document 97, Supplement 1 .  ̂ The values
now being used are ones v\h ich superceded the previous values under
the 1971 Federal Register Announcement by the Water Resources 
2
Council.
Categorization is made falling beneath two headings. There
are general recreation uses and specialized recreation uses. The
general recreation uses are activities such as swimming and pic­
nicking, etc., while the specialized activities are activities such as
3
wilderness pack trips and so forth.
The values for the activities were functionally specified only
4
for the recreation day measurement unit. They are as follows:
Type of Outdoor Recreation Day Range of Unit Day Values
General—Supplement No. 1 * $0.50 -  $1 .50
— New WRC Guides, 1972
Value Level $0.75 -  $2.25
^The "willingness to pay" concept comes from the consumer 
surplus approach, which is often used in absence of a direct market 
mechanism .
^Dyrland, p. 46.02.
^The Forest Service recognizes fifty -s ix  differing activities 
of which twenty are cited as being specialized. See pages 34-35 for 
a listing. The "S" under the column labeled "value type and kind 
code" means specialized. Alternatively, the "G" means general. 
Kind code refers to the numbers relating the activity to the definition 
of that activity in the USFS Recreation Information Management 
Handbook.
^Dyrland, p. 46.02.
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Type of Outdoor Recreation Day Range of Unit Pay Values
Specialized—Supplement No. 1 * $2.00 -  $6.00
— New WRC Guides, 1972
Value Levels $3.00 -  $9.00
*The 1963 price levels of Supplement No. 1 are now superceded 
by the December, 1971 Federal Register announcement by the Water 
Resources Council, Standards for Planning Water and Land Resources 
Part I I .
Obviously, these value ranges must be converted to conven­
tionally acceptable alternative values in terms of the visitor day unit 
of measure. As was previously stated, the Forest Service procedure 
accounts for recreation use in terms of visitor days instead of 
recreation days.
This process of conversion has been done in Region One of the 
U.S. Forest Service. The visitor day values are seen by activity 
types in Table 2-5.^ The Forest Service has gone further by grouping 
these recreation activities into what they refer to as preference types . 
Five preference types exist. They are defined as "overlapping 
portions of the total recreation preferences spectrum that the public 
may express demands fo r."  See Illustration 2-4, following:
 ̂As seen in Table 2—5, the values calculated correspond to the 
56 activity types. For the sake of sensitivity analysis, the recreation 
experts in the Regional Office calculated low, medium and high values. 
These values are mean averages within each range. For a more de­
tailed explanation of these calculations see the Reply to 8200 Land- 
Use Planning, in Appendix B of this paper.
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Illustration 2-4. Recreation Preferences Spectrum . ̂
RECREATION PREFERENCES SPECTRUM
Ü-
TYPE 1
TYPE 2
TYPE 3
TYPE 4
TYPE 5
The significance of the preference types is that they are actually 
critically derived on the forest land itself. Through the use of 
criteria and steps set forth in the new Recreation Opportunity In­
ventory and Evaluation System, personnel on the national forests in 
Montana are able to approximate the monetary value attributed to any
p
preference type relative to the area being evaluated. There is a 
gain in the credibility of the valuation. That is, the planner can say 
with validity whether the values are low, medium or high and com­
binations thereof within a preference type.
^Recreation Opportunity inventory and E\/aluation, U .S. Forest 
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Northern Region (1974), 
p. 4.
^Ibid. , Number 2, p. 6 .
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T A B L E  2 - 5
PREFERENCE TYPES 1 THROUGH 5
Vol. Type
& Visitor Day Benefit Value
Kind Code Activity Low Medium High
PREFERENCE TYPE I
$ $ $
S 1.1 Viewing Outstanding Scenery 14.40 19.00 26.00
S 1 .2 Enjoying Unique Environment 20.00 24,00 28.00
S 14.1 Foothiking 10.00 12.00 14.00
s 14.3 Horseback Riding 10.00 12.00 14.00
s 15.2 Sailing 12.00 14.40 16.80
s 22.2 Diving—Skin and Scuba 8.65 12.00 16.80
s 51 .3 Skiing—Cross Country 8.00 10.00 12.00
s 62 . 1 N ature Study 14.40 20.00 28.00
s 63 . 1 Mountain Climbing 10.00 12.00 14.00
s 41 . 1 Camping—T ent 3. 15 4.80 6.60
PREFERENCE TYPE II
31 . 1S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S
G 64.1
S
S
s
G
G
G
G
G
31 .2 
61 . 1 
61 . 2  
61 .3 
61 .4
1 1 .3
15.1 
15.3
1 1 . 1  
1 1 . 2  
1 2 . 2  
14.2 
41 . 1
G 41 .2
Fishing—Cold Water & Ice 
Fishing—Steelhead & Salmon 
Fishing—Warm Water 
Hunting—Big Game 
Hunting—Small Game 
Hunting—Upland Birds 
Hunting —W ate r  f ow 1 
Gathering Forest Products
PREFERENCE TYPE III
Ice Si Snow craft 
Canoeing 
Other Watercraft 
Auto Driving
Scooter & Motorcycle Driving
Boat—Powered
Bicycling
Camping—General 
Camping—Auto
10.50 13.50 17.25
1 4.25 17.25 2 1 . 0 0
6 . 0 0 8.25 1 1 .25
16.50 21 .OO 2 7 .0 0
16.50 12.75 15.00
13.50 15.75 18.00
15.00 18.00 2 1 . 0 0
3.15 4 .8 0 6.30
7 .0 0 9.00 1 2 . 0 0
9.35 10.65 11.90
8.50 1 0 . 2 0 11.90
4.20 6 .4 0 8.40
2.50 3 .85 5.05
2.50 3 .85 5 .05
2 .1 0 3.20 4.20
2 .5 0 3 .85 5 .05
1 .60 2 .4 0 3 .1 5
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TABLE 2-5 (Continued)
Vol. Type 
&
Kind Code Activity
V isitor Day Benefit Value 
Low Medium High
$ $ $
G 41 .3 Camping—T nailer 1 .60 2 .40 3.15
G 41 .4 Camping—Tent 1 .60 2 .40 3.15
G 43.1 Picnicking—Family Type 6.30 9.60 12.60
PREFERENCE TYPE IV
G 1 2 . 1 Ship, Yacht, Ferry, Boat 12.60 19.20 25.20
G 41 .5 Org . Camping—General .80 1 . 2 0 1 .60
G 41 . 6 Qrg. Camping—Lodging 1 .60 2 .40 3.15
G 46.1 Resort & Com. Public Svc. .80 1 . 2 0 1 .60
G 46.2 Resort Lodging 1 .60 2.40 3.15
G 46.3 Recreation Resident .75 1 . 1 0 1 .50
G 71 . 1 Acquire Gen. Knowledge 1 2  .60 19.20 25.20
G 81 . 1 Viewing Interpretive Exhibit 25.20 38.40 50.40
G 81 . 2 Attending Talks S Programs 12.60 19.20 25 .20
G 81 .3 T ouring—Guided 12.60 19.20 25 .20
G 81 ,4 Touring—Unguided 12.60 19.20 25.20
G 81 .5 Walking—Guided 12.60 19.20 25.20
G 81 . 6 Walking—Unguided 12.60 19.20 25.20
G 81 .7 Viewing Interpretive Signs 50.40 76.80 100.80
G 81 . 8 Listening to Audio Program 25.20 38.40 50.40
G 81 .9 General Information 25.20 38.40 50.40
PREFERENCE TYPE V
G 1 .3 Spectator Sports 4.20 6.40 8.40
G 13.1 A ircraft Flying 4.20 6.40 8.40
G 2 1  . 1 Team Sports 6.30 9.60 12.60
G 2 1  . 2 Games 6.30 9.60 12.60
G 22.3 Water Skiing &  other W . S . 4.20 6.40 8.40
G 51 .1 Ice Skating 6.30 9.60 12.60
G 51 .2 Sledding & Tobagganing 4 .20 6.40 8.40
G 51 .3 Skiing—Downhill 10.80 14.40 2 1  .60
G 51 .4 Snowplay 6.30 9.60 12.60
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The Recreation Analysis for Montana
Recreation data in terms of visitor days was available for the 
entire state in units of counties at the Regional Office in Missoula.
The data for years 1972 through 1974 were used.
The valuation was done by multiplying the visitor days in any 
activity times the related low value .  ̂ Once this was done for each 
of the 56 activities, the summation was made. Each of these steps 
was facilitated by the use of a computer program . The program 
was run specifically for all the counties within all of the national
p
forests one year at a time. Once dollar values were derived for 
each year and each county, the dollar values were collectively summed 
and averaged. For example, Lewis and Clark County has four na­
tional forests represented within its boundaries . Those are the 
Flathead, Helena, Lewis and Clark, and the Lolo National Forests. 
Lewis and Clark County was analyzed for each of the three years in 
each of the four national forests . The mean average values for each 
of the national forests was calculated and then summed for the county 
itself.
Alternative values were calculated and used in place of the 
values derived by the foregoing method for three national forests.
1 Low values were used exclusively throughout this analysis . 
^Refer to Appendix C for the program .
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On the Beaverhead National Forest, the Lewis and Clark National 
Forest and the Helena National Forest the Recreation Opportunity 
Inventory and Evaluation System had been implemented. The 
Beaverhead National Forest derived general preference type values 
for the whole forest. The Lewis and Clark National Forest and 
Helena National Forest derived preference type values for various 
planning units. The significance was that the later two national 
forests were able to delineate the preference type values more 
relative to the actual county values. That is, planning units often 
roughly corresponded with county lines so that an approximation 
could be made for the counties involved. (See Table 2—6 on the 
following page for values by county.)
T imber
Montana's wood products industry normally takes 60 percent 
of its wood requirements from the state's eleven national forests.^ 
Typically, the timber being bought is under one to three year con­
tracts for harvest, thus allowing ample time fo r road building and 
flexibility in the cutting.
The Forest Service maintains a quarterly account of how much 
timber is being cut and its value for any given sale. This
^Maxine Johnson, "Wood Products in Montana," Montana 
Business Quarterly, Volume 10 (Spring 1972), p. 24.
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T A B L E  2 - 6
MEAN AVERAGE RECREATION VISITOR DAYS AND 
"WILLINGNESS TO PAY" VALUES FOR THE NATIONAL FORESTS
IN MONTANA BY COUNTY FROM 1972 to 1974
County Visitor Days Value ($) ROI Value ($)*
Beaverhead 189,500 1,314,490 1,387,548
Broadwater 36,000 278,030 265,472
Carbon 272,000 1,668,725 ----
Carter 29,667 190,767 ----
Cascade 112,667 536,713 618,783
Chouteau 21,167 129,205 135,118
Deer Lodge 166,233 942,058 938,461
Fergus 34,200 256,613 258,333
Flathead 515,933 3,729,750 —
Gallatin 1,206,367 9,041,527 —
Glacier 16,267 79,433 98,957
Golden Valley 5,967 59,705 58,565
Granite 458,367 2,790,982 ----
Jefferson 157,100 986,255 989,985
Judith Basin 90,567 650,418 672,260
Lake 66,733 464,942 — —
Lewis & Clark 465,400 3,099,030 3,772,362
Lincoln 305,300 2,293,883 —
Madison 289 ,767 3,300,197 3,319,755
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
39
T ABLE 2-6 (Continued)
County V isitor Days Value ($) ROI Value ($)*
Meagher 188,067 1,359,157 1 ,218,244
M ineral 437,100 2,486,725 —
Missoula 536,233 3,575,810 —----
Park 230,467 1,678,157 -----------
Pondera 3,300 32,835 48,012
Powder River 16,700 128,107 —
Powell 242,500 1,690,430 1,768,683
Ravalli 371,533 2,844,602 —
Rosebud 5,500 62,567 —
Sanders 183,367 1 ,292,253 —
Silver Bow 124,200 828,367 823,007
Stillwater 58,133 330,475 —
Sweet Grass 94,600 6 8 8 ,545 —
T eton 96,233 738,555 965,247
Wheatland 26,200 212,068 207,475
TOTALS 7,054,135 $49,761,376 $50,814,084
*ROf means that in calculating the county value, the Recreation 
Opportunity Inventory and Evaluation System values were substi­
tuted where relevant.
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information is kept at the Forest Supervisor’s Office on a form 
number 2400-57. The formal designation of this recording form is 
the TIMBER CUT RECORD (Illustration 2-5). ^
Dollar values recorded corresponding to volumes in thousand 
board feet (MBF) were determined through the competitive market 
processes and, therefore, were judged acceptable for use in this 
valuation These values recorded on the TIMBER CUT RECORD 
do not correspond to the values which make up the receipts to the 
National Forest Fund. This is because of indirect appropriations 
which are subtracted for the purpose of timber production programs 
There was very little  deviation in comparison of how the 
Resource Clerks at each Forest Supervisor's Office kept the TIMBER 
CUT RECORDS. With the exception of the Deerlodge National 
Forest, there was an individual form kept for each Ranger D istrict 
and each quarter.^
The appraisal of this data was done relative to the three fiscal
3
^Non-convertible products such as Christmas trees and tepee 
poles are also accounted for in terms of value under the Class 1 
category.
^Further reference to how these values actually do approxi­
mate the fa ir market worth of the timber w ill be discussed in the 
last chapter.
^Public Land Law Review Commission, Report to the Presi­
dent and the Congress, One Third of The Nation's Land (1970), p. 95.
4The Deerlodge National Forest combined all of the Ranger 
Districts on to one set of forms separating the data only by quarter.
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Illustration 2-5. Timber Cut Record Form
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years 1972 through 1974 for the purpose of deriving averages for all 
the counties within the eleven forests. Distinguishing what portion 
of the volume cut and value of the cut went to any particular county 
was done either by:
1 ) establishing the correct county for the apportionment by 
use of the sale contract, or
2 ) by making the apportionment based on the knowledge of
Forest Service personnel. ^
Except when a sale folder was mislocated, the firs t method 
2
was used. Purchaser and sale name were usually shown on the 
TIMBER CUT FORM. Using that information, it was a simple but
^Class 3 sales and Class 1 sales were distributed by county 
using the frequency of large sale transactions as a guide. For 
instance, in fiscal year 1972 on the Lewis and Clark National Forest 
there were twenty large sale transactions in Cascade County, five 
in Meagher County, and only one in Judith Basin County. So, of the 
$824.20 that was derived in Class 3 and Class 1 sales, 77 percent 
went to Cascade, 19 percent went to Meagher, and 4 percent went 
to Judith Basin County. Actual Class 3 contract county delineation 
was tested against the frequency method employed on the Flathead 
National Forest for 1974 and the results showed a close comparison.
p
An awkward situation existed in bringing together the in­
formation for the Kaniksu National Forest in Montana for 1972 and 
1973. This data was completely mislocated at both the Coeur 
d'Alene National Forest Supervisor's Office and the Kootenai 
National Forest Supervisor's Office. Data was s till available to 
give a close approximation of MBF and value at the Sandpoint Ranger 
D istrict. The Trout Creek Ranger D istrict was able to calculate 
the value of the cut, but had to rely on an estimate of its portion of 
the volume.
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time consuming task to derive the relevant county information. 
Unlike the proportionment made in grazing allotments where the 
county line split the allotment . . . when timber sales were split, 
the county with the larger portion of the sale was the only one 
credited. This difference in county proportionment resulted simply 
because of the additional procedural difficulties in working with the 
timber data.
Columnar pad sheets were used for summarizing the infor­
mation by county for a given national forest. (See Illustration 2—6 
showing the Lewis and Clark National Forest timber data summary 
for 1974.) Once this was done for all of the years on all of the 
national forests in Montana, a large forest and county summary 
matrix, using several columnar pad sheets, was made. The forest 
totals were all checked against figures sent to the Regional Office 
in Missoula, Montana.  ̂ Averages were computed for each county 
over the three years. These averages and the totals for the state 
are seen in Table 2-7.
Water
The public lands in the eleven western states provide most of 
the water for those states. The two water resource regions to which
^See Appendix B, Part 6
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Illustration 2-6. Field Approximation of the Lewis and Clark 
National Forest Timber Volume Cut and Value by County for the 
Fiscal Year 1973.
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Ŵnc*<e<i_ 7
Vg % Î̂*f3 36
33% 72.s7ficr f / o . s r
19 % 4(.77Aarf
Z S O . c c  3 i 1 J  S o  C a s c r o c  
C , S .  I J C -  J u o . r «
t
I I
n 98 % /ZC.C6 n  iz
L c u i^  PÜÜ Ci-fw.>( M«Tiot;(i(_ ftccT.r Torn.7 / 9, W C  . 96 /'IC F  (? ^ / /  6o  VZ, - / Y
3/ 3 Î C  ■ T . l C  Cf  C W i e . C 7  CoC I t  c  \-r<tJ£> T6 T » t t  . j u m o c t  t  F  r w T R i Z S  O K I  T H F
C j t  R c c j c .0  f l O D  IK.  c c C P ^ & r . w O  T c  7 K C  W o m A l t  c  f  7 e / l H 7 0 c T . c . U  S l / o a c  . K K f  c u i  k . .  . )
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
45
TABLE 2-7
AVERAGE THOUSAND BOARD FEET AND BID VALUE 
RELATIVE TO TIMBER COMPUTED OVER THE FISCAL YEARS 
1972 THROUGH 1974 FORU.S.F.S. LANDS IN MONTANA
County Volume MBF Value ($)
Beaverhead 15,374.92 133,751.42
Broadwater 6,327.35 69,382.03
Carbon 106.06 4 3 5 .98
Carter 243.40 1,827.24
Cascade 3,302.23 7,102.55
Chouteau
Deer Lodge 5,316.92 20,500.99
Fergus
Flathead 117,229.03 4,121,933.27
Gallatin 12,997. 6 6 176,728.70
Glacier
Golden Valley
Granite 9,974.58 238,041.75
Jefferson 9,356.83 81,927.68
Judith Basin 1,918.96 7,735.69
Lake 18,672.12 913,285.44
Lewis & Clark 6,721.02 117,107.94
Lincoln 159,627.72 5,411,174.42
Madison 1 , 882.65 10,159.78
Meagher 8,530.27 92,778.12
Mineral 51 ,995.62 2,017,456.86
Missoula 40,121.88 1,725,005.80
Park 4,403.62 30,180.91
Pondera
Powder River 2,481.40 14,679.05
Powell 9,479.84 187 , 848 .49
Ravalli 35,610.21 1,293,163. 12
Rosebud 12 .49 39.13
Sanders 56,613.76 2,462,565.58
Silver Bow 3,629.78 58,105.49
Stillwater
Sweet Grass 132.82 1,139,74
T eton 290.60 2,172.43
Wheatland
TOTAL 5 82,353.74 19,196,229.60
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
46
federal lands from Montana add are the Columbia-North Pacific 
and the Missouri. Their total average annual flows equal 235.17 
and 23.13 m illion acre feet of water respectively. The Forest 
Service lands contribute approximately 8 8  percent and the National 
Park Service lands contribute an additional 8  percent of water to 
these totals . Using information taken from the USGS Water 
Supply Papers, July 1970, Montana's annual total contribution to 
the water resource regions, from all of the national forests and 
portions thereof, is 18,823,875 acre feet annually. ^
The U.S. Forest Service recognizes two different kinds of 
water values which relate to the national forests' annual yields.
The firs t is water that "naturally" flows from these lands. Their 
benefit value is not a result of management activities. Alternatively, 
water that is "additional" to the natural annual yield of the forest is 
considered a second kind of water value. These new or additional 
acre feet of water are the direct result of management activities 
such as snow pack manipulation, regeneration harvesting of timber,
p
etc.
 ̂Public Land Law Review Commission, One Third of the Nation's 
Land, Report to the President and The Congress, 1970, pp. 141-147.
^Dyrland, Resource Capability System—A User's Guide,
Part IV, Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1973.
See also Ibid. , n. 1, p.
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There is a Forest Service computer program entitled 
Downstream that is used to determine values per acre foot of water 
in both naturally derived value classification and the additionally 
derived value classification.^ The program is referred to in this 
way because it resolves the values at the national forest boundary 
by using off-si te downstream water values. To quote Richard 
Dyrland:
"It takes individual water uses below the National Forests 
and determines the part of the total water value that is 
National Forest derived water. These individual water 
uses, values and present and future predicted time periods 
of occurance are all brought back to a common geographic 
point, the Forest boundary or watershed boundary.
The program was firs t initiated on the Beaverhead National 
Forest. Using the Bighole, Madison, Beaverhead and Ruby Rivers, 
both the average value for the "naturally" derived waters and a range 
of marginal values for the "additionally" derived waters were de­
termined. These values were $4.60/acre foot for existing water, 
and $.75 to $3.50/acre foot for additional water.^
Water Analysis
With Forest Service administrative approval, $.75/acre foot 
of water was chosen for state-wide national forest water valuation.
^Ibid. ^Ibid.
®See 8200 Land Use Planning tMarch 1975) in Appendix B ,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
4 8
The use of the Beaverhead National Forest values for Region One 
of the Forest Service had previously been authorized by Keith M . 
Thompson, Director of Planning, Programming and Budgeting. ^
Water data by county for any national forest was unattainable.^ 
However, water was available in acre feet for each forest, and 
portion thereof in Montana. These statistics were derived from 
the previously mentioned USGS Water Supply Papers, July, 1970.
Since there was no way of determining what portion of the total 
water yield went to any one county by scientific analysis, the ap­
portionment was based on the number of acres within any county
3
as a percentage of the total national forest. Acreage was derived 
from the fiscal year 1975 Annual Statistical Report—National Forest 
Areas for all of the relevant U .S. Forest Service lands represented 
in the state. Once the percentage of acreage for any county in a 
forest was derived, it was a simple multiplication of that percentage
 ̂Ibid ., p . 1 . 
2 -"The Beaverhead National Forest was an exception. Wallace 
Page, the Forest Hydrologist, worked up the water yield from 
current data in his possession. His calculations were 34,171 acre 
feet less than the number of acre feet shown in the USGS Water 
Supply Papers fo r 1970,
®Dr. Phyllis Marsh, the Hydrologist on the Flathead National 
Forest, advised the author to refer to Project Work Inventory 
Watershed maps at the Regional Office. Due to the partial m is­
placement of maps and the prohibitive time factor involved, this 
method was not used in the study.
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times the total water yield that determined the assumed magnitude 
of water output for that county.  ̂ Then the valuation of that water 
was calculated by multiplying by seventy—five cents.
A summary of the annual acre feet of water and the corres­
ponding annual value for each county can be seen in Table 2-8.
^Naturally there is a small amount of bias introduced when 
1970 water yield figures are analyzed using 1975 national forests’ 
acreages. Refer to Appendix B, Part 7 for a more detailed appraisal
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TABLE 2-8
ASSUMED ANNUAL WATER YIELDS IN ACRE FEET AND THE 
DOLLAR VALUES FOR ALL COUNTIES ENCOMPASSING 
NATIONAL FOREST LANDS IN MONTANA*
County Annual Acre Feet Annual Value 
$
Beaverhead 952,161 714,121
Broadwater 57,645 43,234
Carbon 314,300 235,725
Carter 85,760 64,320
Cascade 139,195 104,396
Chouteau 25,830 19,373
Deer Lodge 172,332 129,249
Fergus 73,185 54,889
Flathead 3,387,745 2,540,809
Gallatin 623,000 467,250
Glacier 20,090 15,068
Golden Valley 18,655 13,991
Granite 709,190 531,893
Jefferson 344,295 258,221
Judith Basin 229,600 172,200
Lake 313,260 234,945
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
51
t a b l e  2-8 (Continued)
County Annual Acre Feet Annual Value 
$
Lewis and Clark 658,335 493,751
Lincoln 1,984,045 1,488,034
Madison 735,825 551,869
Meagher 322,665 241,999
Mineral 970,300 727,725
Missoula 1,080,270 810,203
Park 830,672 623,004
Pondera 81,795 61 ,346
Powder River 329,104 246,828
Powell 834,475 625,856
Ravalli 1,434,990 1,076,243
Rosebud 92, 1 92 69,144
Sanders 1,128,465 846,349
Silver Bow 150,091 112,568
Stillwater 179,024 134,268
Sweet Grass 274,438 205,829
T eton 185,115 138,836
Wheatland 51,660 38,745
TOTAL 18,789,704 $14,092,281
*1970 was the only year that data was available for all national forests 
except for Beaverhead, where 1975 data was used.
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CHAPTER III 
CONCLUSIONS
Having looked at the six differing resource uses (i.e . , grazing 
minerals, powerline and pipeline rights—of—way, recreation, timber 
and water), and having obtained generally conservative annual 
valuation estimates, total annual values for each county were easily 
obtained by simple summation procedures. The results are seen 
in Table 3-1 on the following page.
Also, given in Table 3-2 are the total average annual revenues 
credited to the National Forest Fund. These revenues represent 
the resource classes: timber, grazing, land use, recreation, power
p
minerals, and admission and user fees. Note that except for water, 
the Forest Service obtains annual revenues from a more diversified 
arrangement of outputs than this study was physically able to observe. 
These National Forest Fund revenues are totals for each forest
^These averages were computed over the three fiscal year 
period of 1972 through 1974. They were taken from the standard 
USFS form 53-6530. These forms for the three respective years 
are found in Appendix B of this paper.
^Refer to Appendix B under Title 6500 of the Forest Service 
Manual (pages 6531 . 1 2 b—1 to 6531 . 1 2b-3) for the resource class 
composition descriptions.
52
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TABLE 3-1
SUMMARY OF TOTAL ANNUAL VALUE FOR THE THIRTY-FOUR 
COUNTIES CONTAINING NATIONAL FOREST LAND
County Total Annual Value 
$
ROI Values Included
Beaverhead 2,347,325 X
Broadwater 395,279 X
Carbon 1,913,979
Carter 284,751
Cascade 736,354 X
Chouteau 161,635 X
Deer Lodge 1,096,402 X
Fergus 319,212 X
Flathead 10,396,478
Gallatin 9,700,077
Glacier 115,877 X
Golden Valley 73,597 X
Granite 3,578,686
Jefferson 1,358,919 X
Judith Basin 869,564 X
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TABLE 3-1 (Continued)
County Total Annual Value 
$
ROI Values Included
Lake 1,613,625
Lewis & Clark 4,401,223 X
Lincoln 9,208,088
Madison 3,965,190 X
Meagher 1,585,121 X
Mineral 5,234,348
Missoula 6,117,943
Park 2,348,478
Pondera 109,668 X
Powder River 520,772
Powell 2,591,948 X
Ravalli 5,232,054
Rosebud 154,656
Sanders 4,605,917
Silver Bow 1,013,532 X
Stillwater 469,705
Sweet Grass 905,639
Teton 1,108,059 X
Wheatland 250,087 X
Total 84,784,188 18
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TABLE 3-2
TOTAL AVERAGE ANNUAL NATIONAL FOREST FUND REVENUES 
FOR ALL NATIONAL FORESTS REPRESENTED IN MONTANA^
National Forest Total Average NFF Revenues^
Beaverhead $ 195,331
Bitterroot 1,035,884*
Custer 207,934*
Deerlodge 263,207
Flathead 4,234,547
Gallatin 152,240
Helena 186,551
Kaniksu 4,554,176*
Kootenai 5,680,505*
Lewis and Clark 133,809
Lolo 4,379,352
Total 21,023,536
 ̂NFF revenues only derived in part from U.S. Forest Service 
lands in Montana are indicated by asterisks.
^Averages are for 1972 through 1974.
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listed irrespective of whether any particular forest is only partially 
within the boundaries of Montana, Therefore, they are actually an 
inflated depiction of annual revenues for the state.
The appraisal of total annual value for this study is seen to 
differ from the National Forest Fund revenues for the eleven forests 
by a significant $63,812,369.^ Clearly, the Forest Service has 
been rendering large uncompensated benefits to Montana and the 
Nation. However, the Forest Service would have difficulty ad­
ministering these forest lands for appropriate monetary returns 
on many of these benefits (for instance, the resource use outputs, 
recreation and water). Also to charge fees to other agencies for 
rights-of-way usage could be argued against simply using a "robbing 
Peter to pay Paul" approach. The point is that the annual benefits 
are there on each national forest, in each of the th irty-four counties 
as described in the previous pages of this paper.
Final Remarks Relative to the Analysis
A ceaseless effort was made throughout this study to be both 
conservative and accurate. However, there are some remaining
^The author feels that the disparity would have been even 
greater if adequate information had been available (i.e . , for min­
erals analysis), if  more than the most conservative approximations 
of fa ir market value had been used, and if more time had been a- 
vailable in the "rights-of-way" portion of this study. Acknowledg­
ment is made that the total value for the National Forest Fund used 
here is in some ways a "net" value being compared to a gross value,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
57
opinions and facts that need to be delivered as a possible basis 
for future insight into this type of resource appraisal.
F irs t, the grazing data as it was recorded could have biased 
the valuation somewhat upward. This is because the accounting 
was pursued in terms of "paid" grazing rather than what was actually 
grazed.^
Also, there was a downward bias present in the accounting
procedure. That is, any calves born after the firs t of January
would not be recorded for fee purposes. Suppose the records show
that there are 100 cattle on an allotment. Further suppose that
this represents 4 bulls, and 96 cows with each cow having a calf
born after January 1st. Forest Service policy ignores the 96
calves in the recording of animal—uhit-months and, hence, in the 
o
fee calculation.
Another possible downward bias of the grazing usage might 
be in the form of AUMs consumed by Forest Service pack stock.
For instance, timber receipts to the National Forest Fund differ 
from those calculated in the analysis because of deductions for tim ­
ber production programs .
1 it was found that paid permit grazing records for many 
forests were more quickly available and that actual grazing records 
were not always easy to assess, etc. It was noted, however, that 
when they both were kept on the standard Forest Service form,
Rl—2 2 2 0 -la , that actual use generally never varied far from paid use
^B ill Hardman, private interview held at the Regional Office 
of the Forest Service, Missoula, Montana, in November, 1975.
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Although this consumption is probably fa irly  insignificant, estimates 
might possibly be obtained from the Fire Control Officers on each 
Ranger D istrict. These figures were not sought for this analysis.
The mineral consumption usage and powerline and pipeline 
right-of-way evaluations have been previously diagnosed to the 
author’s satisfaction. However, there is a significant point that 
needs elaboration in relation to the recreation appraisal. There 
appears to be a discrepancy in the "conversion factor" for converting 
recreation days to vis itor days. The process used to derive a 
visitor day conversion factor is to divide the constant of 1 2  hours, 
representing a visitor day, by the average recreation day in hours:
_________________V isitor Day = 12 hours_______________
Average Recreation Day = empirical observation 
of time spent in a specified recreation activity
To use an example, the average recreation day for the rec­
reation activity type, "viewing interpretive signs," is fifteen minutes. 
Fitting this into the preceding formula ( 1 2  hours divided by 15 min­
utes), the visitor day conversion factor is seen to equal the integer 
48. Now, by multiplying this conversion factor times the correspond­
ing recreation day value for "viewing interpretive signs" we get 
seemingly inflated results:
48 X $1 .05 (LOW RECREATION DAY VALUE) = $50.40 
48 X $1 .60 (MEDIUM RECREATION DAY VALUE) = $76.80 
48 X $2.10 (HIGH RECREATION DAY VALUE) = $100.80
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It therefore appears that recreation activity types which are 
characteristically less time consuming w ill have upward biases 
reflected in the corresponding "willingness to pay" values per visitor 
day.  ̂ Conversely, one can also envisage downward biases relative 
to time intensive recreation activities.
The author is satisfied with the timber values as they were 
felt to be closely aligned with true fa ir market values given the 
reasoned limitations mentioned in Chapter II. Water output values 
are probably very conservative—and were meant to be. It is 
gratifying that presently the Forest Service and society realize 
that these annual water yields can be represented at a monetary 
worth relative to the national forests' boundaries.
In summary, the author feels certain that the overall ap­
praisal is conservative. Regretably, the author does not feel as
decisive about the county-by—county "apportionments" due to the
2
physical limitations of the data. Yet, even though these units and 
values have the impediment of being "unpolished" in terms of 
absolute correctness, they stand as a significant suggestion of the
^Refer to the March 7, 1975 reply to 8200 Land Use Planning, 
2310 Recreation System Planning in Appendix B of this paper. Note 
that "viewing interpretive signs?' has the highest conversion factor 
of the 56 differently appraised activity types.
^Recreation data was directly available by county. However, 
all other resource use data had to be manipulated to estimate the 
county-by-county apportionments.
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valuable annual resource use of the th irty—four Forest Service 
affected counties in the State of Montana .
Since the value of these annual resource uses can be thought 
of as the annual average value of the Forest Service land itself, it 
can be used in obtaining the capital value for any county, any forest, 
or the State. Of course, capital land value is often deemed influ­
ential in establishing either a price in the fa ir market economy 
for selling land, or establishing a value relative to taxation.
Obviously, only a rationally chosen interest rate w ill result 
in a rational capital value. The industrial sector leans toward a 
rate of 1 5 percent whereas the Office of Management and Budget 
perceives 1 0  percent to be rational. A Forest Service employee 
actively involved in trying to justify intensive forest management 
on a wider variety of lands might feel inclined to think 3 percent is 
rational.
The capital values generated by applying these three above 
mentioned interest rates show large differences when compared.
The Flathead County average annual resource value when capitalized 
at 15 percent is equal to $69,309,853; and at 10 percent is equal to 
$103,964,780; and at 3 percent is equal to $346,549,267, The author 
hesitates to continue further into this type of analysis. Yet, it  is 
specifically this type of analysis based on a truly rational interest 
rate that w ill be of final practical significance .
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APPENDIX A 
LETTERS AND DOCUMENTS 
RELATIVE TO THE ANALYSIS
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Minerals
Mineral information relative to the distribution of National Forest 
Fund receipts was obtained either directly from the Resource Clerks 
by telephone or through letter. The following are letters received 
(in lieu of other communication).
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SCHOOL OF FORESTRY
September 18, 1975
M s. S h irle y  Anderson 
Beaverhead National Forest 
P. O.  Box 1268 
Dillon, Montana 59725
Dear Shirley:
First, I wish to thank you for your assistance In the research behind 
my part of the 25 Percent Fund Study currently being held at the 
University of Montana . I have been to each national forest within 
Montana now and I'm beginning to pull the data together,
I have one last problem. That is, to which county(les) can 1 at­
tribute the receipts under minerals In the National Forest Fund 
for fiscal years 1973 and 1974? This amounts to $29.76.
Please forgive this (hopefully) last Imposition.
Thanks again.
Most sincerely.
Gene Newell
GN:kw
63
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
SCHOOL OF FORESTRY
September 19, 1975
Ms. Wilma Flnlayson 
Bitterroot National Forest 
326 North 3rd Street 
Hamilton, Montana 59040
Dear Wilma:
I visited your national forest recently for data related to the volume ciÆ and 
value of timber on a county by county basis. 1 anr working under Dr, Richard 
Shannon on the current 25% Fund Study which Is taking place through the 
University of Montana.
I have one last problem on which I need your assistance; that Is, could you 
tell me how to distribute the receipts by county shown under minerals In the 
National Forest Fund for the fiscal years 1972 through 1974. I am only 
Interested In the counties making up your forest In Montana.
I sincerely appreciate your help on this project. Again, thank you.
Yours truly.
Gene Newell
GN;kw
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- M r-i r 1 [ R' r
Scptoinher 19, 1975
Cunter National f-orert
F=. O. Box 2556
2.602 1st Avenue
Billings , fViontana f 1 ','P
/ ttontiori: Betty 1 lourio:-1 .T'r) Bul'y 11
Uear Ladles:
Thank you very much for your assistance in my v/aluatton of timber and 
grazing by county on Uk; C'ustor National F-or est. I ti\oroughly enjoyed 
rny stay at the C'ustor because of your very kln'l lies pita I it / .
I I >avf; one last problcu-; that i.a, I wish to I.ov to distribute tl ,e
mineral receipts s! iC’/vn in 11 le National Berest r'un'J ijy county for the three 
fiscal years 1972 throuoli 1974. I am interested only in counties in Montana,
George Blemming at the Regional Office told me that this should not be too
difficult because these r aceipts come mainly from only a few operations.
Could you please relate thl.s i; iforrnation to rne in the near future? F lease 
forgive this imposition,.
S inccroly,
C.'enc Fic'.vcll
GN:Ica'
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SCHOOL OF FORESTRY
September 19, 1975
Ms. Kay McNabb 
P. O. Box 400 
Federal Building 
Butte, Montana 59701
Dear Kay:
I wish to thank you for the patient assistance and hospitality given to me by 
you and Marta Nelml while on your national forest recently. Since then 
I have been to all the other national forests In Montana and I am hoping to 
bring all my data together.
I still have one last problem—from what George Flemming In Fiscal at 
the Regional Office tells me, this problem should not be too trying. I need 
a breakdown of mineral receipts by county as sho/vn In the National Forest 
Fund for the fiscal years 1972 through 1974* George said that these 
receipts generally Involve only a limited amount of mining operations. I 
hope that this Is so and that you will assist me In this one last chore.
Would It be possible to relate this Information to me In the near future?
Your help Is greatly appreciated. Thanks again I
Most sincerely.
Gene Newell
GNrkw
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SCHOOL OF FORESTRY
September 19, 1975
Ms. Jean Frltts 
Gallatin National Forest 
P. O. Box 130 
Federal Building 
Bozeman, Montana 59715
Dear Jean:
I first wish to thank you for your generosity In assisting my research work 
white I was at your national forest. I thoroughly enjoyed my stay with you,
I talked with Dr. Shannon recently about your suggestion that I take a 
second look at minerals and power receipts credited to the National Forest 
Fund, I now intend to value these by county as I did with timber, grazing 
and recreation for each forest, I hope to use the references which I think 
are In the L .U.R,  system at the Regional Office for a county breakdown 
on power. George Flemming told me that the supervisor's office could 
most likely tell me which counties the mineral receipts came from without 
very much trouble.
Could you please give me a breakdown on mineral receipts for Fiscal 
Years 1972, 1973 and 1974 by county, I need this fairly soon.
Thank you again.
Most sincerely.
Gene Newell
GN;kw
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SCHOOL OF FORESTRY
September 19, 1975
Ms. Irene Richmond
Lewis & Clark National Forest
P . O .  Box 871
Great Falls, Montana 59403 
Dear Irene;
I first wish to thank you for your generous hospitality and assistance 
while In your area recently. It was a joy being on your forest.
There is still one small item on which I need your assistance. That is , 
which county can I attribute the $70.00 in mineral receipts placed in the 
National Forest Fund in Fiscal Year 1974? I hope this is all that I will 
have to know. Would you please write me on this within the near future.
Thank you again for your assistance.
Most sincerely.
Gene Newell
GNjkw
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U n it e d  St a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  ok Ag r ic u l t u r e
F O R E S T  S E R V I C E
Beaverhead National Forest 
Box 1258 
union, MX 59725 2800
September 24, 1975
r
Gene Newell 
School of Forestry 
University of Montana 
Missoula, MX 59801
L
Dear Gene :
Xhe receipts for minerals were all in Madison County. 
$10.00 in 1973 and $19.75 in 1974.
Xhat is
It was a pleasure working with you and certainly no imposition. 
Feel free to contact me if you need any further information.
Sincerely,
SHIRLEY M. ANDERSEN 
Resource Technician
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7 0
U n iv e rs ity  of IT Io n ta n a  
nriissoula, rr io n ta n a  59801 
(406) 243-0211
SCHOOL OF FORESTRY
September 19, 1975
Ms. Wilma Finiayson 
Bitterroot National Forest 
326 North 3rd Street 
Hamilton, Montana 59840
Dear Wilma:
I visited your national forest recently for data related to the volume cut and 
value of timber on a county by county basis. I am working under Dr. Richard 
Shannon on the current 25% Fund Study which is taking place through the 
University of Montana.
I have one last problem on which I need your assistance; that is, could you 
tell me how to distribute the receipts by county shown under minerals in the 
National Forest Fund for the fiscal years 1972 through 1974. I ani only 
interested in the counties making up your forest in Montana.
I sincerely appreciate your help on this project. Again, thank you.
Yours truly.
Gene Newell
GN:kw
All tiie minerals listed are in Ravalli County. The 1974 entry was a refund, 
If there is anything else, let me know.
FOREST iEhVlCE
EU ttQ rriM rl N j \ f O n * l  f
Hamilton, Montjna
S E P  2  3  1975
R E C E I V E D
}
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U n i t e d  S t a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  
F O R E S T  S E R V I C E  
D e e r l o d g e  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t
BUTTE . MONTANA 59701
October 6, 1975
ADDRESS REPLY TO 
F O R E S T  S U P E R V IS O R  
AND REFER TO
6500
Mr. Gene Newell 
University of Montana 
School of Forestry 
Missoula, Montana 59801
Dear Gene :
The information you requested is as follows;
1972 $50.00
1973 $50.00
1974 $25.00
Jefferson County 
Granite County 
Granite County
Hoping this assists you in your project.
Sincerely,
/
C. I. MCNABB
Supervisory Accounting Tech.
71
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
U n it e d  St a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  Ag r ic u l t u r e
FOREST SERVICE
Gallatin National Forest 
P. 0. Box 130 
Bozeman, Montana 59715
1500
September 30, 1975
r
Mr. Gene Newell 
University of Montana 
School of Forestry 
Missoula, Montana 59801
L
Dear Gene:
It was good to hear from you and to know you are on the home stretch 
with your research project.
An estimated breakdown on where the minerals receipts came from for 
the three requested years follows:
1972 1973 1974
Carbon
Gallatin $ 607 $ 251 $ 712
Madison
Meagher
Park $1485 $ 614 $1742
Sweetgrass
The minerals receipts are returned to the counties each year through 
the 25% fund based upon the acreage of National Forest in each county
Carbon 2% Meagher 1%
Gallatin 34% Park 45%
Madison 7% Sweetgrass 11%
We will be interested in the results of your research if you have 
adequate copies to send one.
If we can be of further help, let us know.
Sincerely,
W e a n m . f r i t t s
Resource & Office Services Sectionhead
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U n i t e d  S t a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e
FOREST SERVICE
Lewis and Clark NF 
Great Falls, MT 59403
REPLY TO: 1380 R e p o r t s September 25, 1975
SUBJECT: Revenue— National Forest Fund, 1974
TO: Mr. Gene Newell
School of Forestry 
University of Montana 
Missoula, MT 59801
Dear Gene:
I want to take this opportunity to thank you for the complimentary 
letter sent to Supervisor Engler recently and for the copies of your 
reports. I am sure Mr. Engler appreciated hearing that the Forest 
records were in fine shape. I especially appreciated the nice compli­
ments.
The $70.00 was collected in May of 1974 for building stone taken from 
Cascade County (Sec. 23, T. 13 N., R. BE.).
If you need any further information, please do not hesitate to write. 
Sincerely,
a
IRENE B. RICHMOND 
Resource Clerk
73
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
7 4
Recreation
The following letter is from the Helena National Forest in 
reference to a verbal request for Recreation Opportunity Inventory 
derived values . The values are for both the Helena and Lewis and 
Clark National Forests,
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L
U n i t e d  St a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  
f o r e s t  s e r v i c e  
Helena National Forest
2300
November 5, 1975
Mr. Gene Newell 
219B Sisson Apt. 
Missoula, MT 59801
Dear Sir:
Enclosed are forms showing the format and dollar values you 
could use to get an economic value of recreation on National 
Forest lands. The values would apply to the counties on the
Helena and Lewis & Clark National Forests.
The counties are grouped according to similarities in recreation 
opportunities and the consequent dollar values.
Some of the dollar values derived from R.O.I. are direct.
Others are averages of values found on planning units that have 
been finished.
From what you said November 2, 1975 you have the visitor day 
use by preference type for the counties. These figures fit into 
the "Preference Type Use from RIM" column. Then multiply across 
to get the county value. You will have to total the values from 
the two forests for Lewis & Clark and Meagher counties.
Presently, I have no dollar values for Wilderness areas, nor do
I have any advice for you. The figures presented do not reflect
any Wilderness areas. In a way, you could use Preference Type I 
dollar values with Wilderness use figures.
Sincerely yours.
JOHN H. SCHULTZ
Zone Landscape Architect
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Economic Values of National Forest 
Recreation for the East Side Counties
Lewis & Clark National Forest
County
Preference
Type
Preference Type 
Use From 
RIM
$ Value 
Derived From 
ROI
%
Factor
County
Dollar
Value
Glacier I 9.00 1
II 18.10 1
III 4.70 1
IV 1.65 1
V 13.20 1
Pondera I 10.65 1
Teton II 22.20 1
Lewis & Clark III 5.30 1
IV 1.75 1
V 10.20 1
Meagher I 10.65 1
Wheatland II 14.95 1
Judith Basin III 3.90 1
Golden Valley IV 4.70 1
Choteau V 2.25 1
Cascade
Fergus
Helena National Forest
Preference Type $ Value County
Preference Use From Derived From % Dollar
County Type RIM ROI Factor Value
Lewis & Clark I 10,65 .3
11.65 .5
II 22.60 .5
13.40 .5
III 5.85 .5
4.75 .5
IV 1.80 .5
4.90 .5
V 7.25 .5
6.00 . 5
Broadwater I 12.25 1
Jefferson II 11.80 1
Powell III 4.85 1
Meagher IV 1.95 1
Cascade V 4.50 1
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Timber
The following are letters received from both the Custer National 
Forest and the Kootenai National Forest in reference to the author’s 
inquiries about the accounting of timber volume and timber receipts 
to the National Forest Fund.
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:>I’CLD MF M O
MR. CENE 0 -  NEWELL 
C / 0  DR. SHANNON 
* > ■  U N I V E R S I T Y  OF MT
  ^SCHOOL O F„f ORESTRY
M I SS OUL A,  MT S ^ â D !  
CUSTER NATI ONAL FOREST 
P .  0 .  BOX ESSb  
 B I L L I N C S , .MT ST1Q3 _
H j f i / X 1 / 7 S
REFERENCE YOUR LETTER 8 / 1 8  
TIMBER DATA CUSTER NF
M ÏIS A C E  0 1  ; I I I
DEAR GENE -
THANK YOU FOR YOUR LETTER OF AUGUST 1 6 .
THE VOLUME CUT SHOULD BE 3 , 4 b 0 . 3 3 ,  AS THE R . O .  
DOES NOT CHANGE -THE VOLUME -  JUST THE MONEY.
REPORTED.  THE * 5 5 . 2 0
5 tC .N A f  U f - l
THE R . O .  DOLLAR AMOUNT OF * 2 1 , 0 1 1 . 1 4  I NCLUDES A * 3 0 - 0 0  SALE FROM 
OUR NATIONAL GRASSLANDS.  T H I S  COUNTY I S  I N  NORTH DAKOTA, AND I S  
MCKENZIE COUNTY.  I F  YOU ADDED T H I S  TO YBRXK YOUR FIGURE OF * 2 1 , l l b . 3 4  
YOU WOULD HAVE A TOTAL OF * 2 1 , 1 4 b . 34 FOR FY 1 1 7 4  -  OR * 5 5 - 2 0  LESS 
THAN THE- R . O .  T H I S  * 5 5 - 2 0  I S  MONEY TRANSFERRED FROM THE NATIONAL  
FOREST FUND TO OUR BRUSH ACCOUNT- THEREFORE,  I F  YOU DEDUCT * 5 5 - 2 0  
FROM THE DOLLAR AMOUNT FOR POWDER R I VE R  COUNTY RATHER THAN FROM 
THE VOLUME F I GURE -  YOU WI LL RECONCILE WITH THE R - O -
THE REASON T H I S  * 5 5 - 2 0  I S  NOT CONSIDERED ON THE CUT AND SOLD RECORDS 
I S  THAT BRUSH I S  NOT REPORTED ON THE CUT AND SOLD REPORTS-
SURE HOPE T H I S  STRAI GHTENS T H I S  OUT FOR YOU -  AND SORRY I T  WAS SO 
CONFUSI NG.
HCPHit'' I I I
:i:
> 1  J i  4 i i - f  V ^
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7 9
R E P L  Y  T O :
UNITED S t a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  a g r ic u l t u r e
F O R E S T  S E R V I C E
Kootenai National Forest 
Box AS 
Libby, MT. 59923
2450 Timber Sale Contracts September 9, 197 5
s u a je c T :
TO:
Timber Cut-Volume & Value-Flathead & Sanders County 
(your 9/2/75)
Gene B. Newell 
219 B. Sisgon Apts.
Missoula, MT. 59801
As requested in your letter of 9/2/75, following are the estimates;
FY 1972
Volume
Value
Flathead County
$ 64.55 MBF 
$129.10
Sanders County
FY 1973
Volume
Value
$141.03 MBF. 
$509.48
FY 1974
Volume
Value
^  DON H. WESTFALL
Administrative Support
$ 414.42 MBF
$3,758.72
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Excerpts from the Forest Service Manual, Title 2700 
Relative to Permit "Fees" for Oil and Gas Pipeline and 
Powerline Rights—of—Way
2728 .11c -  Fees for Oil and Gas Pipeline Rights-of-Way. Fees are 
based on land value (FSM 2715. 1) subject to an annual minimum of 
$ 2  per acre or fraction thereof, but not less than $ 1 0  per mile or 
fraction thereof for each pipeline placed on the right-of-way.
2728.12d -  Fees . Fees w ill be based on land value (FSM 2715) 
where land value can reasonably be determined. The minimum annual 
fee is $ 2  per acre or $ 1 0  per mile or fraction thereof, whichever is 
greater for each line constructed on the right-of-way.
Rural Electrification Administration-sponsored cooperatives shall 
be granted free use provided the company is both organized as a 
cooperative and has an outstanding REA loan. The annual lis t of 
paid-up REA borrowers should be reviewed currently to determine 
appropriateness of free permits (proveded by Annual Statistical 
Report—REA Bulletin 1-1 for REA electric lines, and REA Bulletin 
300-4 fo r REA telephone lines). Both reports can be obtained from 
the Government Printing Office (GPO) or possibly from local REA 
offices.
2728 .13c -  Fees . Fees w ill be based on land value (FSM 2715.3). 
For minor hydroelectric projects and minor fuel-generated power- 
plants, the minimum annual fee is $50 for the plantsite, plus $2 per 
acre or $ 1 0  per mile or fraction thereof for the distribution lines. 
For major fuel-generated power pi ants, the minimum annual fee is 
$ 1 0 0  for the plantsite, plus $ 2  per acre or $ 1 0  per mile or fraction 
thereof for the distribution lines .
80
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Excerpts from the Forest Service Manual ̂  
T itle 6500, Relative to the 
Classification of Receipts for the 
National Forest Fund
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6 5 3 1 .  1 2 b  -  U n a v a i l a b l e  S p e c i a l  F u n d  R e c e i p t s .  U n a v a i l a b l e  s p e c i a l  
f u n d  r e c e i p t s  a r e  t h o s e  w h i c h  r e q u i r e  f u r t n e r  a c t i o n  b y  the  T r e a s u r y  
D e p a r t m e n t  t o  m a k e  t h e  c o H e c t j o n  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  e x p e n d i t u r e ,  A  l i s t ­
i n g  o f  s u c h  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  r e c e i p t  a c c o u n t s , t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  s u b ­
s i d i a r y  s y m b o l s  r e q u i r e d  f o r  e s s e n t i a ! ,  a c c o u n t i n g  c l a  i  s i f  c a t i o n ,  
f o l l o w s .
1.  1 2 5 0 0 8  -  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t s  I ' u n o . R e c e i p t s  f r o m  p r o c l a i m e d
N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t s  on a c c o u n t  o f  t i m b e r ,  g r a z i n g ,  s p e c i a l - u s e  
p e r m i t s ,  p o w e r ,  m i n e r a l  l e a s e s ,  a n d  a d m i s s i o n  a n d  u s e r  f e e s  
a r e  c r e d i t e d  t o  t h i s  a c c o u n t  ( 1 6  U .  S,  C .  4 9 9 ) .  T h e  N a t i o n a l  
F o r e s t s  F u n d  s e r v e s  a s  a h o l d i n g  a c c o u n t  p e n d i n g  t h e  f i n a l  
d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  r e c e i p t s  o f  e a c h  f i s c a l  y e a r  ( s e e  i t e m s  4 - 9  
o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n ) .
a .  Unit:  I d e n t i f i c a t i o n . A t  t h e  e n d  o f  e a c h  f i s c a l  y e a r ,  2 5  
p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e c e i p t s  d e r i v e d  f r o m  e a c h  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  ( a s  
a c c u m u l a t e d  in  a c c o u n t  1 2 5 0 0 8 )  s h a l l  b e  ] ) a i d  to  t h e  S t a t e  in  w h i c h  
e a c h  N a t i o n a l  F o r  e st is  s i t u a t e d  t o  b e  e x j je ja d e d  a s  S l a t e  l a w  o r  
r e g u l a t i o n s  m a y  n r o v i d e  f o r  t h e  b e n e f i t  o f  t h e  p u l id ic  s c h o o l s  a n d
p u b l i c  r e a d s  o f  th e  c o u n t y  o r  c o u n t i e s  i n  w h i c h  t h e  N a t i o n a l  r  o r ­
es  t  i s  1 o ca t e d  ( s e e i t  e r r  i 4  b e l o w ) .  X hesLe—2 5 - P e r  c e n t - F u n d  r>a.y -  
m e n t s [ s l i o u ld  n o t  b e  r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  p a y m e n t s i n  l i e u  o f  t a x e s . ) T h e y  • 
a r e  i n s t e a d  r e '7e lnÛ ë^s7 î l ) rn  t h e  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t s  s h a r e d  w i t h  l o c a l  
g o v e r n r r o n t fj t o  b e  u s e d  f o r  t h e  a b o v e - s t a t e d  p u r p o s e s .  C a r e f u l  a t ­
t e n t i o n  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  e r  s u r e  t h a t  t h e  c o r r e c t  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  o r  
o t h e r  u n i t  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  s y m b o l ,  a s  l i s t e d  i n  e x h i b i t  1 w h i c h  f o l l o w s ,  
i s  s h o w n  o n  e a c h  1 2 5 0 C 8  c o l l e c t i o n .  T h e s e  s y m b o l s  a r e  t o  b e  
u s e d  t o  s e g r e g a t e  c o l l e c t i o n s ,  t r a n s f e r s ,  a n d  r e f u n d s  b y  i n d i -  
v i d i d u a l  p r o c l a i m e d  N a t i o n a l  F o r e  s t  i f  t h e r e  i s  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  
s u c h  F o r e s t  i n  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  u n i t ,  s u c h  a s  S h a s t a - T r i n i t y  
o r  W a l l  i w a  - W h i t m a n .  T h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  t o  S t a t e s  i s  b a s e d  on  
t h e  s y m b o l s  s h o w n .  S u c h  b a s i c  d a t a  m u s t  b e  a c c u r a t e .
L a n d s  t h a t  a r e  e i t h e r  t r a n s f e r r e d  o r  a c q u i r e d  u n d e r  P u b l i c  
L a w  8 9 - 7 2  ( 1 6  U . S .  C .  4 6 0 / 1 2 - 2  1) a n d  P u b l i c  L a w  9 0 - 5 4 2
( 1 6  U . S .  C ,  1 2 7 1 - 1 2 8 7 )  w h i c h  a r e  a d j a c e n t  t o  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t s  
w i l l  b e  t r e a t e d  t h e  s a m e  a s  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  l a n d s  i n s i d e  b o u n d ­
a r i e s  f o r  r e v e n u e  a n d  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  r e v e n u e  p u r p o s e s .  S t a t i s ­
t i c a l  r e p o r t i n g  f o r  l a n d s  a c q u i r e d  o r  t r a n s f e r r e d  u n d e r  t h e  a b o v e  
P u b l i c  L a w s  s h o u l d  be  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  r e v e n u e  r e p o r t e d .
8 2
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o. R e s o u r c e  C l a s s . W h e n  c r e d i t i n g  r e c e i p t s  to  t l i e  
N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t s  F u n d ,  i n d i c a t e  th<’ r e s o u r c e  c l a s s  t h r o u g h  
t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  A D P  c o d e  p r o v i d e d  b e l o w .  E n t e r  t h e  r e c e i p t s  
s y m b o l  in  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  f i e l d  a n d  t h e  r e s o u r c e  c l a s s  c o d e  
i n  t h e  p c o j e c t  s u f f i x  f i e l d .  i n  c a s e  o f  a  b i l l i n g  f o r  c r e d i t  t o  
t h e  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t s  F u n d  w h i c h  d o e s  n o t  f a l l  w i t h i n  a  r e s o u r c e  
c l a s s  l i s t e d  b e l o v / ,  p r o v i d e  s u f f i c i e n t  i n f o r m a t i o n  on  ( o r  w i t h )  
s u c h  b i l l i n g  t o  p e r m i t  a n a l y s i s  a n d  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  b y  t h e  F i s c a l  
A g e n t .
A D P  c o d i n g  
F S  R e s o u r c e
s y m b o l  c l a s s  E x p l a n a t i o n  o f  i t e m s  i n c l u d e d  i n  e a c h  c l a s s
5 0 0 8  1 T i m b e r  a n d  f o r e s t  p r o d u c t s  s a l e s ,  s e t t l e ­
m e n t s ,  a n d  t r e s p a s s .  T i m b e r  r e c e i p t s  f o r  
s t u m p a g e  a r e  d e p o s i t e d  i n i t i a l l y  t o  t i m b e r  
s a l e  d e p o s i t  f u n d .  T r a n s f e r s  f r o m  T S D F  t o  
N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t s  F u n d  a n d  o t h e r  f u n d s  a r e  
m a d e  a t  q u a r t e r l y  o r  o t h e r  i n t e r v a l s  ( F S M  
6 5 3  1. 1 4 ) .
8 3
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A D F ’ codinc î
F S
s y m b o l
R e  s o u r c e  
c l a s s
5 0 0 8
5 0 0 8
E x p l a n a t i o n  of  i t e m s  i n c l u d e d  i n  e a c h  c l a s s
In  t r e s p a s s  c a s e s ,  o n l y  s i n g l e  r a t e  s t u m p a g e ,  
e x c l v i s i v e  o f  s a l e  a r e a  b e t t e r m e n t ,  w i l l  be  
c r e d i t e d  h e r e .  S t u m p a g e  in  e x c e s s  o f  t h e  
s i n g l e  r a t e  { d o u b l e  o r  t r i p l e )  a n d  o t h e r  p e n a l ­
t i e s  a n d  f i n e s  a s s e s s e d  s h a l l  b e  c r e d i t e d  to  
1 2 3 0  1 9 . " R e c o v e r i e s  f o r  G o v e r n m e n t  P r o p e r t y  
L o s t  o r  D a m a g e d ,  N o t  O t h e r w i s e  C l a s s i f i e d .  " 
S a l a r i e s  a n d  o t h e r  e x p e n s e s  i n c u r r e d  in  h a n ­
d l i n g  a  t r e s p a s s  c a s e ,  w h i c h  a r e  c o l l e c t e d  in  
th e  s e t t l e m e n t ,  s h a l l  be  c r e d i t e d  to 1 2 3 0 9 9 ,  
" M i s c e l l a n e o u s  R e c o v e r i e s  a n d  R e f u n d s ,  N o t  
O t h e r w i s e  C l a s s i f i e d .  "
W h e r e  t h e  p r i c e  r e c e i v e d  f o r  t i m b e r  i s  in  e x ­
c e s s  o f  t h e  s t u m p a g e  r a t e  b e c a u s e  s u c h  t i m b e r  
w a s  w h o l l y  o r  p a r t i a l l y  p r e p a r e d  f o r  m a r k e t  
( r e f e r r e d  to  a s  a " t i m b e r  p r o p e r t y  s a l e " ) ,  c r e d ­
i t  1 2 5 0 0 8  w i t h  t h e  v a l u e  o f  t h e  s t u m p a g e ,  e x c l u ­
s i v e  o f  s a l e  a r e a  b e t t e r m e n t ,  a n d  1 2 2 2 9 9 .  " S a l e  
o f  M i s c e U a n e o u s  P r o d u c t s  a n d  B y - P r o d u c t s ,  "  
w i t h  t h e  r e m a i n d e r .
G r a z i n g  f e e s  a n d  g r a z i n g  t r e s p a s s  w i t h o u t  
r e g a r d  to  k i n d  o f  l i v e s t o c k .  W h e n  r e s o u r c e  
v a l u e s  a n d  o t h e r  c o s t s  a r e  i n v o l v e d ,  c r e d i t  
1 2 5 0 0 8  w i t h  t h e  g r a z i n g  f e e  a n d  1 2 3 0 9 9 ,  
" M i s c e l l a n e o u s  R e c o v e r i e s  a n d  R e f u n d s ,  N o t  
O t h e r w i s e  C l a s s i f i e d ,  " w i t h  t h e  r e m a i n d e r .
T h e  e n t i r e  a m o u n t  o f  p a s  tu r e - p e r m i t  f e e s  w i l l  
b e  d e p o s i t e d  to  r e s o u r c e  c l a s s  3 .
L a n d  u s e s  ( i n c l u d i n g  t h e  e n t i r e  a m o u n t  o f  
p a s t u r e - p e  r n i i t  f e e  s) o t h e r  t h a n  r e c r e a t i o n ,  
p o w e r ,  a n d  m i n e r a l .  I n c l u d e s  o c c u p a n c y  
t r e s p a s s  a n d  a l l  t y p e s  o f  l a n d  u s e s  c o v e r e d  b y  
F S M  2 7  13,  e x c e p t  t h o s e  f a l l i n g  i n t o  c l a s s e s  4 ,
5 ,  a n d  6 d e s c r i b e d  n e x t .  W h e n  s u c h  t r e s p a s s  
b i l l i n g  c o v e r s  b o t h  r e s o u r c e  v a l u e  a n d  o t h e r  
c o s t s ,  c r e d i t  1 2 5 0 0 8  w i t h  t h e  l a n d  u s e  f e e  a n d  
1 2 3 0 9 9 ,  " M i s c e l l a n e o u s  R e c o v e r i e s  a n d  R e ­
f u n d s ,  N o t  C ' t h e r w i s e  C l a s s i f i e d , "  w i t h  th e  
r e m a i n d e r .  I n c l u d e s  s p e c i a l  - u s e  p e r m i t  t r a n s ­
f e r  a n d  s p e c i a l  f e e s  ( F S M  2 7 1 5 .  0 6 ,  . 2 3 b )  t h a t  
a r e  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  t h i s  r e s o u r c e  c l a s s .  C r e d i t  
1 2 1 0 9 9  v / i t h  l a t e  p a y m e n t  f e e s .
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F S  R e s o u r c e  
s y m b o l  c l a s s
5 0 0 8  4
5 0 0 8
5 0 0 8
5 0 0 8
E x p l a n a t i o n of  i t e m s  i n c l u d e d  in  e a c h  c l a s s
R e c r e a t i o n  u s e s  o f  a l l  t y p e s ,  s u c h  a s  r e s o r t s ,  
s t o r e s ,  g a s o l i n e  s e r v i c e  s t a t i o n s ,  s k i  l i f t s  
a n d  t o w s ,  s k i  s c h o o l s ,  s u m m e  r h o u s  f; s , o r g a n ­
i z a t i o n  c a m p s ,  t r a i l e r  s i t e s ,  c a m p s i t e s  
a n d  p i c n i c  s i t e s ,  e x c e p t  t h o s e  F e d e r a l  r e c r e a ­
t i o n  a r e a s  d e s i g n a t e d  und<;r  t h e  L a n d  a n d  W a t e r  
C o n s e r v a t i o n  F u n d  A c t ,  16 U . S .  C .  4 6 0  ■ R e ­
c e i p t s  f r o m  t h e  l a t t e r  a r e  f o r  c r e d i t  t o  c l a s s  7 .  
I n c l u d e s  s p c c i a l - u s c ?  p e r m i t  t r a n s f e r  a n d  s p e c i a l  
f e e s  t h a t  a r e  a p p l i c a b l e  to  t h i s  r e s o u r c e  c l a s s .  
C r e d i t  1 2 1 0 9 9  w i t h  l a t e  p a y m e n t  f e e s .
P o w e r ,  i n c l u d i n g  u s e s  a u t h o r i z e d  by  F o r e s t  
S e r v i c e  p e r m i t  o r  c a s e m e n t  f o r  a l l  t y p e s  o f  
p o w e r  -  g e n e r a t i n g  p r o j e c t s ,  p o w e r  t r a n s m i s ­
s io n  l i n e  r i g h t s - o f - w a y  w h i c h  a r e  n o t  s u b j e c t  
to  l i c e n s e  b y  t h e  F e d e r a l  P o w e r  C o m m i s s i o n ,  
a n d  p e r m i t s  a u t h o r i z i n g  l a n d  u s e  w h i c h  a r e  
i s s u e d  a t  t h e  r e q u e s t  o f  t h e  F e d e r a l  P o w e r  
C o m m i s s i o n  in  a d v a n c e  o f  i t s  l i c e n s e . -  
I n c l u d e s  s p e c i a l  - u s e  p e r m i t  t r a n s f e r  a n d  s p e c i a l  
f e e s  t h a t  î i r e  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  t h i s  r e s o u r c e  c l a s s .  
C r e d i t  12 1 0 9 9  w i t h  l a t e  p a y m e n t  f e e s .
M i n e r a l s ,  i n c l u d i n g  (1 )  s a l e  o f  m i n e r a l s  u n d e r  
3 6  C F R  2 5 1 ,  (2 )  f e e s  f r o m  p e r m i t s  i s s u e d  
b y  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  (a )  u n d e r  p a r a g r a p h  V I  o f  
I n t e r d e p a r t m e n t a l  A g r e e m e n t  on R e o r g a n i z a ­
t i o n  P l a n  3 o f  1 9 4 6 ,  a n d  (b )  f o r  g e o l o g i c a l  o r  
g e o p h y s i c a l  p r o s p e c t i n g ,  a n d  (3 )  c o l  e c t i o n s  
m a d e  b y  t h e  B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  a n d  
t h e  G e o l o g i c a l  S u r v e y  f o r  m i n e r a l  l e a s e s  a n d  
p e r m i t s  r e q u i r e d  to  b e  d e p o s i t e d  to F o r e s t  
S e r v i c e  a c c o u n t s .  I n c l u d e s  r e c e i p t s  f r o m  g e o ­
t h e r m a l  a c t i v i t y  on N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t  l a n d s .  I n ­
c l u d e s  s p e c i a l - u s e  p e r m i t  t r a n s f e r  a n d  s p e c i a l  
f e e s  t h a t  a r e  a p p l i c a b l e  t o  t h i s  r e s o u r c e  c l a s s .  
C r e d i t  1 2 1 0 9 9  w i t h  l a t e  p a y m e n t  f e e s ,
A d m i s s i o n  a n d  u s e r  f e e s  a t  F e d e r a l  r e c r e a t i o n  
a r e a s  d e s i g n a t e d  u n d e r  t h e  l a n d  a n d  W a t e r  C o n  
s e r v a t i o n  F u n d  A c t  , 16  U . S .  C .  4 6 0  e x c e p t  
r e v e n u e s  d e r i v e d  f r o m  t h e  s a l e  o f  F e d e r a l  
r e c r e a t i o n  a r e a  e n t r a n c e  p e j - m i t s  w h i c h  a r e  
g o o d  f o r  a d m i s s i o n  t o  t h e  d e s i g n a t e d  a r e a s  
g e n e r a l l y .  S e e  a c c o u n t  1 2 5 0 0 9 .
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2 .  1 2 5 8 9 6  -  R e c e i p t s  F r o m  N a t i o n a l  G r a s s l a n d s . R r c c i p t s
f r o m  T i t l e  I I I  B a n k h e a d  -  J q n e  3  F a r m  T e n a n t  A c t  l a n d s  d e s i g n a t e d  a s  
e i t h e r  N a t i o n a l  G r a s s l a n d s  o r  L a n d  U t i l i z a t i o n  P r o j e c t s  s h a l l  be  
« -  c r e d i t e d  t o  t h i s  a c c o u n t  (7  U .  S .  C .  1 0 1 2 ) .  W T ien  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  s u c h  
l a n d s  i s  c h a n g e d  t o  t h a t  o f  a N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t ,  s u c h  r e c e i p t s  s h a l l  
b e  c r e d i t e d  t o  t h e  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t s  F u n d  ( N F F ) .
a .  U n i t  I d e n t i f i c a t i o n . A t  t h e  e n d  o f  e a c h  c a l e n d a r  
y e a r ,  2 5  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e c e i p t s  d e r i v e d  f r o m  e a c h  N a t i o n a l  
G r a s s l a n d  o r  L a n d  U t i l i z a t i o n  P r o j e c t ,  a s  a c c u m u l a t e d  in  
a c c o u n t  1 2 5 8 9 6 ,  i s  p a i d  t o  t h e  c o u n t i e s  in  w h i c h  s u c h  g r a s s ­
l a n d  o r  p r o j e c t  i s  l o c a t e d  to  b e  e x p e n d e d  f o r  s c h o o l  o r  r o a d  
p u r p o s e s ,  o r  b o t h .  T h e s e  2 5  P e r c e n t  F u n d  p a y m e n t s  s h o u l d  
n o t  b e  r e f e r r e d  to  a s  p a y e m e n t s  in  l i e u  o f  t a x e s .  T h e y  a r e  
i n s t e a d  r e v e n u e s  f r o m  t h e  N a t i o n a l  G r a s s l a n d s  o r  L a n d  U t i l i ­
z a t i o n  P r o j e c t s  s h a r e d  w i t h  l o c a l  g o v e r n m e n t s  to  b e  u s e d  f o r  
t h e  a b o v e - s t a t e d  p u r p o s e s .  C a r e f u l  a t t e n t i o n  i s  r e q u i r e d  to  
e n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  c o r r e c t  u n i t  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  s y m b o l ,  a s  l i s t e d  
i n  e x h i b i t s  2 a n d  3 w h i c h  f o l l o w ,  i s  s h o w n  on  e a c h  1 2 5 8 9 6  
c o l l e c t i o n .  T h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  to  c o u n t i e s  i s  b a s e d  on t h e  s y m ­
b o l s  s h o w n .  S u c h  b a s i c  d a t a  m u s t  b e  a c c u r a t e .  S h o w  t h e  u n i t  
s y m b o l  i n  t h e  a c c o u n t  n u m b e r  f i e l d .
b .  R e s o u r c e  C l a s s . W h e n  c r e d i t i n g  r e c e i p t s  to  a c c o u n t  
1 2 5 8 9 6 ,  i n d i c a t e  t h e  r e s o u r c e  c l a s s  t h r o u g h  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  A D P  
c o d e  p r o v i d e d  b e l o w .  E n t e r  t h e  r e c e i p t s  s y m b o l  in  t h e  a p p r o ­
p r i a t i o n  f i e l d  a n d  t h e  r e s o u r c e  c l a s s  c o d e  in  t h e  p r o j e c t  s u f f i x  
f i e l d .  I n  c a s e  o f  a  b i l l i n g  f o r  c r e d i t  to  1 2 5 8 9 6  w h i c h  d o e s  n o t  
f a l l  w i t h i n  a  r e s o u r c e  c l a s s  l i s t e d  b e l o w ,  p r o v i d e  s u f f i c i e n t  i n ­
f o r m a t i o n  o n ,  o r  w i t h ,  s u c h  b i l l i n g  to  p e r m i t  a n a l y s i s  a n d  c l a s ­
s i f i c a t i o n  b y  t h e  F i s c a l  A g e n t .
A D P  c o d i n g  
F S  R e s o u r c e
s y m b o l  c l a s s  E x p l a n a t i o n  o f  i t e m s  i n c l u d e d  i n  e a c h  c l a s s
5 8 9 6  1 T i m b e r  a n d  f o r e s t  p r o d u c t s  s a l e s ,  s e t t l e ­
m e n t ,  a n d  t r e s p a s s .
5 8 9 6  2 G r a z i n g  f e e s  a n d  g r a z i n g  t r e s p a s s  w i t h o u t
r e g a r d  t o  k i n d  o f  s t o c k .
5 8 9 6  3 L a n d  u s e s ,  o t h e r  t h a n  r e c r e a t i o n ,  p o w e r ,
a n d  m i n e r a l .
5 8 9 6  4  R e c r e a t i o n ,  e x c e p t  f e e s  in  c l a s s  7.
5 8 9 6  5 P o w e r .
5 8 9 6  6 M i n e r a l .
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F S  R e s o u r c e
s y m b o l  c l a s s  E x p l a n a t i o n  o f  i t e m s  i n c l u d e d  i n  e a c h  c l a s s
5 8 9 6  7 A d m i s s i o n  a n d  u s e r  f e e s  a t  d e s i g n a t e d  F e d e r a l
r e c r e a t i o n  a r e a s ,  e x c e p t  r e v e n u e s  d e r i v e d  
f r o m  t h e  s a l e  o f  F e d e r a l  r e c r e a t i o n  a r e a  
e n t r a n c e  p e r m i t s  w h i c h  a r e  g o o d  f o r  a d m i s ­
s i o n  to  t h e  d e s i g n a t e d  a r e a s  g e n e r a l l y .  S e e  
a c c o u n t  1 2 5 0 0 5 .
D e t a i l e d  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  p r o p e r  r e s o u r c e  c l a s s  
a r e  p r o v i d e d  u n d e r  i t e m  1 w h i c h  c o v e r s  N a t i o n a l  F o r e s t s  F u n d  
r e c e i p t s .  T h e  s a m e  r u l e s  f o r  r e s o u r c e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a p p l y  to  
1 2 5 0 0 8  a n d  1 2 5 8 9 6  c o l l e c t i o n s .
8 7
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U n i t e d  S t a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  AcR iCnuTUHk
F O R E S T  SERV' ICL
Rcf.ion 1 
Missoula, Montana 59FCI
K E F L Y  T O :  8200 Land Use Plannin
SUBJECT: Economic Analysis
TO: Forest Supervisors
g March 31, 19 75
A number of developments have occurred since Robert Lovegrovc’s 
October 23, 1974, letter (8200 - Land Use Planning). Specifically, 
several of the resource values suggested for use have been questioned 
successfully. As a result, the following are recommended as benefit 
index values;
Forage $1.54/AUM
Water $4.60/AF for existing water
.75 - $3.50 for additional water
The forage value is derived from the fair market value concept as 
shown in the attached sheets and should be used for all forests.
The water value stems from a determination made by Dick Dyrland for 
the Beaverhead National Forest using the DOWJSTREAM computer program. 
These values were discussed at Che 1975 R-1 Hydrologists Workshop.
In spite of the value being for the Beaverhead, let's use it Region- 
wide for now. See attached for explanation.
For hunting and fishing, we recommend using the RCS-Pt. VI approach 
rather than some of the others discussed earlier. This approach 
will put us on better theoretical grounds if we ever face a legal 
test. More detail will be given at the Planner’s Workshop on April 23.
When calculating timber benefits, do not use current prices only, 
but an average of the last 3-5 years. This compensates for the 
cyclical nature of the market. For costs, however, look at the trend 
to see if it is only in one direction. If it is, use present values. 
Otherwise, average as with bene fits.
A procedure for valuing recreation use was distributed by Recreation 
and Lands on March 7, 1975, that must bo used correctly to be ap­
propriate. The values determined in tlie document are bacicd on R-1 
annual use data for 1973 and are related to specific activity use 
distribution by preference type. If the activity use Jistribution 
for the area of interest is not the same as that for the Region, 
then the recreation value by preference type is likely to be some­
what different. Be sure to check for this variation before using 
the values included in this document. Also, these values are not 
indexed to account for inflation and should not be for two reasons :
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a. Tr.ey are based on congress ional]y soL values and have not 
been revised.
b. They do not represent real dollars, but only "willingness 
to pay" value*.
Our plans have been including Forest Service administrative costs 
based on Ranger District data. We should be including costs beyond 
the District as well. A review of F.Y. 1975 budget figures have per­
mitted the calculation of e;cpansion factors for each Forest to cover 
SO, RO and WO costs as well. The expansion factors are as follows:
Beaverhead 2.89
Bitterroot 2.06
Idaho Panhandle 2.38
Clean/ater 2.60
Cus ter 2.41
Deerlodge 2.00
Flathead 2.44
Gallatin 3.01
Helena 2.66
Kootenai 2.06
Lewis & Clark 2.92
Lolo 2.63
Nezperce 2.42
To obtain the total administrative costs for the planning unit, 
multiply the District figure for the planning unit by the appropriate 
expansion factor. For example, if a planning unit on the Helena 
National Forest has an administrative cost of 550,000, the total 
cost including all overhead would be $133,000 = $50,000 X 2.66.
Use these figures unless you have already developed better ones.
Finally, there will be no 1975 inflation expansion factor available 
until about September 1975. Consequently, continue to use the 
existing set of expansion factors.
If you have any questions regarding the above notes, please bring
them to the workshop next month. If you cannot wait until then,
please call Robert Lovegrove, extension 3524.
/ l / / /  r 
KEITH M. THOMPSON /
Director
Planning, Programming, and Budgeting
Attachmen ts
cc: 2200 - Russell
2300 - Worthington
2500 - Russell
2600 - Schnee.eas
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THE Fi:F. SVSTt::-!
Background studies carried out by the cRS and universities indicated that 
certain basic relationships exist between cos ts of grazing on public and 
private lands, and that permit values, base rates on private grazing lands, 
and non-fee costs of iisirtg both public and private lands provide certain 
Indicators which can be used to estimate public land grazing values. One 
study showed that if the laws of economics operate freely in a range market 
area, the total cost of using comparable public and private ranges will be 
equal. Therefore, the value of public land for grazing is equal to the 
rental value of private pastures leased for grazing, after adjusting for 
differences in services provided. Based on these studies and conclusions, 
a weighted average fair market value base fee was determined to be $1.23 
per AUM for all Federal lands in the study area. This Included all Region 1 
National Forests. The fair market value fee was derived as shown in the 
table below.
Summary of Combined Average Public Costs and
Private Costs Per Animal Unit Month - 1966i'
Cattle Sheep
Itemized Costs
Combined
Public
Costs
Private 
Cos ts
Combined 
Public 
Cos ts
Private 
Cos ts
1. Lost animals $ .60 $ .37 $ . 70 $ .65
2. Association fee .08 ‘ - .04 -
3. Veterinary .11 .13 .11 .11
4. Moving livestock to and
from allotments .24 .25 .42 .38
5. Herding .46 .19 1.33 1.16
6. Salting and feeding .56 .83 .55 .45
7. Travel to and from
allotments .32 .25 .49 .43
8. Water .08 .06 .15 .16
9. Horse .16 .10 .16 .07
10. Fence maintenance .24 .25 .09 .15
11. Water maintenance .19 .15 .11 .09
12. Development depreciation .11 .03 .09 .02
13. Other costs .13 .14 .29 .22
14. Private lease rate - 1. 79 - 1.77
TOTAL COSTS $3.28 $4.54 $4.53 $5.66
Difference $1.26^/ $1,132/
Weighted average $1.23
2/ Developed from data analysis of the grazing fees technical committee 
November 29, 1968.
Tlie difference weighted by corresponding AUM'a results in weighted 
average of $1.23.
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The fair market value level is adjusted annually by an index of the 
average monthly rate per head for pasturing cattle on privately owned 
land In the eleven western States. Following are average National 
Forest fees computed on this basis since the system was first used 
in 1969, together with beef cattle prices for the same years:
Year
Fair Market 
Value/AUM
Beef Cottle£^ 
Price $/cwt.
1965 (Base year for fees ) $1.23 $23.30
1969 1.25 27.40
19 70 1.29 27.90
1971 1.36 30.30
1972 1.37 34.00
19 73 1.41 34.68
1974 1.54 Not available
i^USDA, Statistical Reporting Service. "Agricultural Prices."
for the 11 western States. The 1969-1973 average equals $30.85 
per cwt.
From Region 1 Range Management.
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Beaverhead National Forest
"DOWN ST at: AM" WATER V,U,LF.S
by Dick Dyrland
WSDU, Berkeley, CA.
R-1, U.S. Forest Service
Water values by River System (including Ruby River) at 19 74 values.
Total value of N.F.S water = 8,828,300/year
= ave. $4.60/AF 
@ 1,920,990 AF Flow N.F.
Total value of all water (NFS & Other) = $17,376,350/year
Individual River Systems NFS water
Bighole River = $5,129,590/year 
= ave. $6.05/AF 
@ 848,300 AF Flow N.F.
Beaverhead 
Rive r $898,680/year 
ave. $3.76/AF 
239,260 AF Flow N.F.,
Madison
River = $2,800,030/year
= ave. $3.36/AF 
0 833,430 AF Flow N.F.
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2/30/75
Wally,
Here's a quick summary of the existing water values for water flowing off 
National Forest System (N.F.'S) managed land, and also all other sources 
within the three river system. These values are reasonable approximations 
and are very conservative. Present (1975) values would be higher.
Some of the instream uses, such as fishing and boating are probably under­
estimated. You may have new information to improve these. Also the value 
of habitat is not reflected except for the Red Rod; area. A minimum re­
placement value could be developed and used for this as an indicator. The 
main thought is that the water from the three river systems is worth a lot 
of money on an annual basis, about $17 million with $8.8 million from N.F.S 
derived water above.
TVhen the simulation portion of DOl'JNSTREAM is operating again, you might want 
to sharpen up these values as well as do some work on sedimentation and 
pollution effects.
I can give you some help on how to go about setting that up if you decide 
to look into it. Also keep in mind that these values reflect water use off 
the National Forests and not "onsite'-, so there are additional values not 
shown. These could have been put in and run at the same time. Space was 
allowed for this on one river but the data was not added as for existing use 
levels. If you check the individual reaches you will see that the total 
value of individual users are on a yearly basis and also some $/AF values 
that are way above the averages for each river, and of course some that are 
lower. Instream flo\.7s are based on the year round total flow needed to 
sustain 60% to 80% of optimum flow. This flow varied by time of year and 
was usually broken down into 3 or 4 flow periods for a given year— most of 
this is documented and I will send all of it to you when I return to San 
Francisco. Hopefully we can run DOWNSTREAM for the Ruby River too— and from 
there it is all yours.
Thanks for your patience 
Dick
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2310 Recreation System Planning 
Recreation Economic Analysis
ro Forest Supervisors and Staff Directors
Recreation outputs must be quantified and given monetary values 
for economic analysis. The land use planner usually estimates 
recreation output in terms of anticipated consumption (visitor- 
days, visits, etc.) under various management alternatives, 
assigns dollar values to various kinds of recreation and considers 
the costs of providing this recreation. It is difficult to 
estimate what recreation use or consumption will be and there is 
an absence of market data for determining the dollar values of 
numerous kinds of recreation.
The June 1974 Recreation Opportunity Inventory and Evaluation (ROI) 
issued by Region 1 provides a method of inventorying the supply 
of recreation opportunities and what consumption would be if 
utilized at design or planned capacity. ROI considers recreation 
Supply and potential consumption by grouping recreation activities 
into five recreation preference types. It also provides a means 
of predicting the effect of various land management options on 
potential consumption of recreation by preference types.
In using ROI for economic analysis it is necessary to discount the 
potential consumption or supply to estimated consumption over 
periods of time. It also is necessary to assign dollar values to 
units of consumption (visitor-days) by activities or preference 
types.
Estimates of future recreation consumption should be done on an 
area-wide or sub-Regional basis. These estimates require econometric 
methods of considering supply and demand relationships. Hopefully, 
we will be able to develop area or sub-Regional guides for this 
purpose in the future.
The attached material is being provided to assist you by providing 
dollar values for visitor-days of various kinds of recreation 
grouped by preference types. The dollar values are based on the 
proxy prices established by the Water Resources Council. The 
methodology for deriving these values by activity for visitor-days 
is derived from Dyrland's Resource Capability System (RCS-Part VI).
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We also are providing a draEc discussion of various methods of 
economic analysis for recreation. This draft provides definitions 
of the various units used to measure recreation consumption.
The enclosures are:
1. Recreation Economic Analysis worksheets showing the Visitor
Day Benefit Values by recreation activity and preferences types. 
We have also computed the Regional total recreation values 
on the worksheets.
2. Procedure of how we arrived at the Visitor Day Benefit Values.
3. Glossary of Terms.
4. Guidelines for Recreation Economic Analysis.
I . ' T \  ^
kr Wm. A. WORE 
Director
Recreation & Lands 
Enclosures
P.S. Questions concerning the dollar-benefit values should be 
directed to Wayne Worthington, FTS-406-549-3401.
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Recreation Economic Analysis
Visitor Day Benefit Values 
A Procedure
The procedures discussed in Part VI of the Resource Capability System (RCS) 
user's guide were followed to find the visitor day benefit values for the 
recreation commodity. These guides are based on the Water Resources 
Council Report, Standards for Planning Water and Land Resources.
While there may be some variation from Forest-to-Forest for the average 
recreation day in hour factor used to determine the benefit values, 
we do not believe there is enough difference to justify several basic 
or individual Forest benefit values. We feel the basic recreation benefit 
value is equal throughout the Region. Different récréation values do occur 
as a result of the quality of the recreation opportunities and attractions.
We recommend that the Visitor Day Benefit Values as shown on the attached 
worksheets be used to develop your recreation economic valuation in the 
land planning process. You may also match the inventoried Recreation 
Opportunity Class to the proper Recreation Benefit Values to arrive at 
the Visitor Day Benefit Values.
I'wo factors (time spent in recreation activities and unit day values) 
play a major role for determining the benefit values. By interpretating 
and comparing the values described in RCS, Part VI, with the Forest 
recreation activities listed in RIM, Recreation Day Values are established. 
Average recreation day in hours was determined with consultation with some 
Forest personnel and other specialists. Obtaining the visitor day 
conversion factor is a simple mathematical operation.
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The procedure is as follows, and as shown on the attached worksheets:
1. Recreation activity types as described in RIM were listed In the 
appropriate recreation preference types following criteria in 
Recreation Opportunity Inventory and Evaluation (ROI).
2. Assign specialized or general recreation value types to each recreation 
activity type. (Pages 46.02-46.03 and 47.01-47.02, RCS, Part VI.
3. The average recreation day in hours figures are estimates determined 
with the assistance of Forest personnel and other specialists
(RCS, Part VI, page 46.03).
4. The visitor day conversion factor is derived by dividing the visitor 
day hours (12) by the average recreation day in hours for each 
activity type. (RCS, Part VI, page 46.03 and Table E-30, page 49.02)
5. Recreation Day Values - Senate Document 97, Supplement No. 1, established 
a range of values to be used for general and specialized recreation 
uses. (RCS, Part VI, Chart II, page 47.09 and 47.10-48.14).
General Value Guides - The system mentioned previously involves scoring 
various criteria (RCS, Part VI, Chart I, page 47.06) by Judgment factors 
to arrive at a total point score of a given type at a given site. Various 
criteria is also established in the Recreation Opportunity Inventory to 
arrive at qualitative recreation values. By substituting these ROI 
qualitative values (Degree of Recreation Opportunity Class, Table II, 
page 46 in ROI) with the 10 total point values on Chart II, page 47.09,
RCS, Part VI, the recreation benefit values are selected. You may match
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the Inventoried Recreation Opportunity Class to the proper Recreation 
Benefit Value to arrive at the Visitor Day Benefit Value; however, for 
simplification, the 10 values-were reduced to three as follows:
Opportunity Class 1 2 3 4 5 6 7' 8 9 10
Total Point Value 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Rec. Bene. Value .90 1.05 1.20 1.35 1.50 1.65 1.80 1.95 2.10 2.25
Three Values LOW MEDIUM HIGH
Avg. Rec. Bene. Values 1.05 1.60 2.10
Specialized Values Guides - Benefit Index Values have been established for 
some activities in this category. Those selected activities which are not 
established were compared with similar specialized activities to arrive at 
a benefit value. These include: Viewing Outstanding Scenery, Enjoying
Unique Environment, Diving— Skin and Scuba, and Mountain Climbing to Nature 
Photography; Foothiking and Horseback Riding to Backpacking; Sailing to 
Canoeing; and Nature Study to Wildlife Observation. The Tent Camping value 
In Preference Type i was doubled on a Judgmental basis from the General 
Value ($1.05) due to the environment the activity takes place in.
6. Visitor Day Benefit Values - These are obtained by multiplying the 
Recreation Day Values by the Visitor Day Conversion Factor for each 
activity for each value level.
7. I'utal Recreation Values - These are the products of the Visitor Day 
Benefit values and the visitor day use.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
Recreation Economic Analysis
Value Type - Recreation value guide type. A procedure used for deriving 
visitor day index values. G = general recreation value guides.
S * specialized value guides. Ref. Resource Capability System. Part VI, 
page 47.01.
Kind Code - RIM computer program code number for the respective recreation 
activity.
Activity Type - Recreation activity type from RIM, a Forest Service 
recreation statistical reporting system.
Visitor Day Use - Recreation use estimates. One visitor day (V.D.) equals 
12 hours (i.e., one person for 12 hours or 12 persons for 1 hour, etc.).
Avg. Rec. Day in Hours - A Judgment of the average number of hours spent
by a recreationist in this recreation activity type in any one (24-hour 
period) day.
Visitor Day Conversion Factor - A factor derived by converting recreation 
days into visitor days. (12 t Average Recreation Day in Hours)
Recreation Day Value - The dollar value of a recreation day.
Visitor Day Benefit Values - The dollar value of a visitor day. (i.e. , 
Recreation Day Value X Visitor Day Conversion Factor)
Total Recreation Values - The dollar value of recreation by activity for 
a given time period. (Visitor Days Use X Visitor Day Benefit Values)
Recreation Preference Types
Type 1 - Active Appreciative
Orientations toward using natural, unmodified environment for the 
appreciation and understanding of natural phenomena; as a source 
of intellectual and/or physical challenges; for seeking solitude; 
and for,esthetic stimulations.
Type II - Active Extractive
Orientations toward using natural or semi-primitive environment In 
searching for and extraction of indigenous fish and/or game species, 
rocks, minerals, edible plants, etc., and for enjoyment of the 
physical surroundings In which such extractable objects are found.
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Type III- - Passive-Appreciative
Orientations Coward using semi-primitive, lightly developed areas 
for relaxing surroundings as a source of tranquility and freedom 
from tension, and for esthetic stimulation.
Type IV - Sociable-Learning
Orientations toward using moderately developed areas and surrounding 
environment for intentional social and interaction and group learning 
experiences.
Type IV - Active-Expressive
Orientations toward using highly developed areas for social 
interactions with many other people and for pursuits which allow 
for the expression of learned physical abilities.
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NORTHERN REGION 
GUIDELINES FOR ECONOMIC ANALYSIS - RECREATION
Recreation Outputs
Recreation outputs trust be quantified and given dollar values for economic 
analysis in unit planning, program planning and budgeting, or benefit-cost 
analysis.
Primary recreation outputs are the experiences provided which may be 
quantified by number of experiences, time spent in participation or a 
combination of these. Quality can be recognized by the range of dollar values 
assigned to units of participation for various kinds of recreation experiences.
Intermediate outputs also are useful for analysis purposes and may be assigned 
dollar values. Common intermediate recreation outputs are:
1. Capacity of sites/areas
a. in persons at one time (PAOT)
b. in parties or groups at one time (GAOT)
c. seasonal
d. annual
e. overnight capacity (beds, family units)
2. Number of developed sites by kind 
3- Acres of land
a. classified for recreation
b. other
4. Acres of water
a. lakes, reservoirs
b. streams, rivers (also miles)
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5. Mlles of road and trail
6. Numbers of game animals or other quantitative wild life/fisheries 
resource compilation*.
The Water Resources Council Guidelines provide for listing many of the 
above intermediate recreation outputs under the environmental effects 
account.
Measurements of Recreation Participation
It is Important not to confuse the various units used to measure recreation 
participation. For example, the recreation day and the visitor day are not 
the same unit; a value attributed to the recreation day is not directly 
applicable to the visitor day.
Following are definitions of the most common measures of recreation 
participation:
1. Visit— The entry of any person Into a site or area of land or 
water generally recognized as providing outdoor recreation (RAC Circular 
No. 6). The problem with visits Is that an individual could make several 
entries a day; I.e., every time he enters gate or crosses the cordon defining 
the bounds of the site or area.
2. Activity day— An activity day Is any part of a day in which the 
person engaged in the activity one or more times. For example, one "swimming" 
day is counted If the person went swimming one or two times during the day.
If the person went swimming In the morning and horseback riding in the
*Wlldllfe and fisheries are intermediate recreation outputs, but for 
analysis often are considered apart from other recreation.
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afternoon, an activity day Ig counted for the person in each activity.
The activity day was defined in ORRC Study Report No. 19, 1962, and is the 
unit used for the BOR surveys of outdoor recreation activity.
3. Visitor-day— A visitor day consists of 12 visitor hours which may 
be aggregated continuously, intermittently, or simultaneously by one or 
more persons. May entail one person for 12 hours, 12 persons for one hour, 
or any equivalent combination of individual or group use, either continuous 
or intermittent (RAC Circular No. 6). The "visit" and "visitor-day" were 
recommended as Federal standards October 20, 1965.
4. Recreation day— A standard unit of use consisting of a visit by 
one individual to a recreation development or area for recreation purposes 
during any reasonable portion or all of a 24-hour period (Supplement 1 to 
Senate Document 97, 1964). For valuation purposes recreation days are 
categorized as either general or specialized recreation days:
a. General recreation day— involving primarily those activities 
attractive to the majority of outdoor recreationists and which generally 
require the development of maintenance of convenient access and facilities. 
Embraces the more usual activities such as swimming, picnicking, boating, 
and most warm water fishing.
b. Specialized recreation day— involving primarily those activities 
for which opportunities, in general, are limited, intensity of use is low, 
and often may involve a large personal expense by the user.
Although not altogether satisfactory as a measurement of recreation 
participation, the recreation day is Important because it is the basis for 
simulated recreation values established by the Water Resources Council.
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The relationship of the various measures of recreation participation can 
best be illustrated by an example:
One person enters a recreation area consisting of a lake with a campground 
and swimming beach.
Day 1 - 0800 - 1200 — arrives, sets up camp (4 hours)
1200 - 1600 — boating (4 hours)
1600 - 2000 — fishing (4 hours)
2000 - 8000 — in camp (12 hours)
Day 2 - 0800 - 1200 — water skis (4 hours)
1200 - 1600 — in camp, strikes camp (4 hours)
1600 - 2000 — swims (4 hours)
2000 — leaves
For Che recreation area^che various measures of recreation participation 
would be:
Visits- 1
Activity days - 2 camping (days 1 and 2)
1 boating
1 fishing
1 water skiing
1 swimming 
6 total
Visitor days - 3 (12-hour periods)
Recreation days - 2 (visit each of 2 days)
Both recreation days would be considered general recreation days if the 
fishing were warm water; if the fishing were cold water fishing or of a unique 
or high value type there would be one general and one specialized recreation 
day.
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The same recreation trip would be reported as follows in the Forest Service 
RIM system;
Campground Swim Site Lake
• (kind 41.1) (kind 32.0) (kind 33.3) Total
Visits* 1 or 3 1 - 4
Visitor hours:+
Camp, general (day-41.1) 8 - - 8
Camp, tent (night-41.4) 12 - - 12
Boating (12.2) - - 4 4
Fishing (31.1) - - 4 4
Water ski (22.3) - - 4 4
Swimming (22.1)  -  4   -  4
Visitor days (20=1.67) + (4=.33) + (12=1) - 3
The example shows the utility of the visitor-day as a uniform constant measure, 
no matter what reporting units are used. On the other hand, the visitor-day 
does not directly indicate the number of participants or recreation experiences, 
which need to be known for many purposes including economic valuation. There­
fore, it is necessary to develop converting factors for visitor-days in terms 
of recreation days, activity days, visits or whatever unit is used as a basis 
of value. These factors will differ by kind of activity and locale or region. 
Another approach is to use the converting factors to develop dollar values for 
visitor-days by various kinds of recreation.
*RIM visits reported only for developed sites and classified areas; in case 
of campground, a visit could be counted for every entry.
^Visitor hours shown for illustrative purposes, RIM reports only in visitor- 
days.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1 1 0
Evaluation of Recreation Outputs
The lack of a functioning market for outdoor recreation makes it necessary 
to approximate values. The Water Resources Council Guideline recommends 
procedures "which appear to provide the best measure or expression of 
willingness to pay by the actual consumer of the recreation good or 
services provided...." The guideline advocates a methodology where travel 
costs and entrance fees are used to construct demand curves for determining 
the consumer surplus. This methodology is expensive and difficult to apply 
in most cases; therefore, the guidelines have established simulated prices 
which may be used until methodology is further developed. The simulated 
prices are:
Type of Outdoor Range of Unit
Recreation Day Day Values_____
General $ .75 - 2.25
Specialised $3.00 - 9.00
Conversion factors for determining corresponding values for visitor-days of 
various activities and qualitative ratings to determine values within the 
established ranges are listed in the following section. In using this data 
it should be remembered chat as simulated prices they are just that.
Economists have developed other methods of evaluating recreation outputs; 
some of these are:
1. Opportunity cost— the value is established by value of other resources 
foregone or curtailed to provide recreation.
2. Cost method— value is assumed to be the cost of providing it; i.e., 
investment and management expense.
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3. Visitor survey--asklng people what maximum price they would pay 
for a recreation experience before foregoing it.
4. Gross expenditure— value in terms of total amount the participant 
Spends in recreation including equipment, etc.
5. Market value comparison— value based on private fees. Value of 
campground based on returns at equivalent private fee site.
6. Monopoly revenue— if recreation were a monopoly, the value would 
be the maximum revenue obtainable by the owner.
The above methods are mentioned to point out that there are various methods 
of determining economic values and they aren't all on a comparable basis.
For example, the gross expenditure and visitor survey methods have been used 
to obtain values for hunting and fishing days? in some cases these values 
Include allowances for the recreationist's time. The values obtained for 
a hunting day have been as much as nine times the maximum obtainable using 
the WRC simulated prices. Obviously using these values for hunting/fishing 
with WRC simulated prices for other recreation gives a distorted picture.
The gross expenditure method often has been used to establish "values" for 
recreation days of various types of recreation. This data is useful, but 
it is not correct to use gross expenditures per day as the value added by 
a particular recreation project or opportunity provided. The values aren't 
comparable to willingness to pay or those that would be obtained by any of 
the other methods.
Because the methods of evaluating outdoor recreation seldom, if ever, provide 
actual market prices, comparison with timber or other resource values based
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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on actual market prices Is hazardous. There also is the problem of 
comparability due to the methods used to derive values. If timber values 
are based on stumpage as the residual value, the only theoretically 
comparable value for recreation would be obtained by the market value 
comparison method. Unfortunately, the absence of a market for most forms 
of recreation precludes the use of this method except for some project 
analyses.
The point of the foregoing discussion Is that economic values have to be 
established for recreation as an analytic tool, but these values are not 
likely to be market values and need to be used with caution.
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Region 1 Fores ts  Earn  
Less R e v e n u e  in 1 9 7 5
Revenue earned by the 15 na­
tional forests of the Northern 
Region was down 43 per cent in 
fiscal 1975, according to Direc­
tor of Fiscal Management 
George Fleming.
Revenue for the fiscal year 
that ended June 30 was $19,- 
398,332, compared with $34,- 
081,012 the previous year.
Counties in the Northern Re­
gion will share in a smaller 25 
per cent fund this year, Flem­
ing said. Payments to the states 
of Montana, Idaho and South 
Dakota total $4,849,583 this 
year, a 43 per cent reduction 
from the $8,520,253 paid last 
year.
Northern Region national for­
ests extend from the Washing­
ton border across northern Ida­
ho, Montana and western South 
Dakota.
Fiscal year 1975 revenue de­
creased for timber (44 per cent)
and grazing (five po.̂ cent.)
Land-use revenue increa?^*  ̂
per cent, recreation 
13 per cent, power decrease',*  ̂
per cent, minerals increased 
per cent and admission-J""' 
user fees increased 66 per cent 
Forest Service receipts a(® 
distributed to states and couti 
ties in accordance with the Act 
of May 23, 1908, (16 DSC 500).
The act provides that 25 per 
cent of monies received from 
each national forest will be paid 
to the state in which the forest 
is situated. If  a forest is situated 
in more than one county, the 
distributive share is proportion­
al to its acreage in each county.
Approximately 95 per cent of 
the Northern Region’s revenue 
»s from timber sales.
Source: The Mi
isscuta, Montana), September lo , 1 9 7 5
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1 1 4
APPENDIX B 
TABLES OF CALCULATIONS 
FOR EACH RESOURCE USE
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Appendix B, Part 1 
Comparison of National Forest Acreage 
for 1970 and 1975
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 1 
COMPARISON OF NATIONAL FOREST ACREAGE IN MONTANA FOR 1970 and 1975
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National Forest
Acreage in 
1970'*
Acreage in
1 9 7 5 2
Change In 
Acreage
BEAVERHEAD 2,111,070 2,114,577 +3507
BITTERROOT 1,115,107 1,115,083 - 24
CUSTER 1,112,174 1,113,892 +1718
DEERLODGE 1,181,586 1,176,452 -5134
FLATHEAD 2,341,477 2,363,415 +21938
GALLATIN 1,701,338 1,722,092 +20754
HELENA 969,000 972,408 +3408
KANIKSU 447,216 446,962 - 254
KOOTENAI 1,819,376 1,780,980 -38396
LEWIS AND CLARK 1,834,196 1,835,264 +1068
LOLO 2,086,011 2,089,810 +3799
TOTALS 16,718,551 16,730,935 +12384
O)
^Wheeler, R. H., Regional Hydrologist, Average Annual Water Yield from National Forest 
System Lands. U.S. Forest Service, Regional Office, Missoula. Unpublished data.
^Source: Annual Statistical Report, National Forest Areas, U.S. Forest Service, Regional 
Office, Missoula. Unpublished data.
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Appendix B, Part 2 
Revenue—National Forest Fund for Fiscal 
Years 1972 Through 1974
Source: U.S. Forest Service, Regional Office, Missoula, 
Unpublished data.
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- O R E S T T IM B E R G R A Z I N G L A N D  U S E
AD M IS S IO N
R E C R E A T I O N P O W E R M I N E R A L S &
USER F E E S »
1
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t r OOTEN Al 6 , 6 6 1 , 4 0 6 . 5 7
$133 ,457 .25  fe 2 , 6 4 5 . 8 7  fe 4 , 5 8 9 . 2 2  ï  455 .25  |$ 10 .00
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3 , 1 9 9 . 2 6
794.08
25 , 111 .57
1 6 9 . 30 0 . 59
2.282.1 897.25
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2 , 1 3 5 . 0 8
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17 2 .00
1 , 2 2 2 . 9 1 2 , 3 2 4 . 0 0
12 . 5 1 9 . 7 1
49 ,1 24 .1 7
3 , 6 6 2 . 1 9
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1 . 6 6 7 . 5 8
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4 , 7 4 0 . 8 1
1 0 , 8 5 6 .5 5
.00 582.50
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449.38
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14,875.24 2 , 6 52 .7 b
1 5 , 0 3 5 .4 2 1 , 5 1 3 . 0 0
1.00
.00
360 .00
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27 , 8 0 8 .3 0 811.00
7,641.08 4 . 9 2 6 . 6 1
6 , 1 7 3 . 5 3
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L O L O 4 , 4 1 3 , 4 9 6 . 0 8
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6 , 6 2 8 . 1 9
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950.00
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1 1 , 1 9 2 .6 0  3 , 6 6 5 , 1 5 4 . 9 :
865 .00  22 ,069 .17 164 ,996 . 65
.00
91.00
151.22
.00
2 , 8 6 9 . 8 2 1 3 , 9 5 6 .0 8
2 , 3 1 0 . 3 9 2,250.04
5 . 40 1 .6 4 1 . 6 7 1 . 9 5 110.00
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-  11 ,9 72 .35
.00
1 . 3 0 4 . 7 5
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3 , 0 5 7 , 3 5 9 . 6 0
3 . 1 9 8 . 9 2 6 . 3 0
O T A L S  : ' ( 3 7 , 3 4 0 , 3 3 4 . 2 1  $5 70 ,873 .11 $6 0 ,8 48 .38  $ 1 5 2 ,7 9 3 .3 8 510,739.34
I—-
; l v  27 1973 *?u rchase r Road C r e d i t ,
Ccr.tracL i7CS-574 
Ashland L b r .  Co.
■ /  .  /  /  Z  i  » f. . •̂4— —•  '
* % 7 |\_» LA
Lcwii r : " ' .î.'.i L':.*
AüG-6i973
r.  t- • . .* I \  : I- iN.
$ 2 ,5 20 .2 5
W. L. RICE, ACTING CHIEF 
DIVISION OF FISCAL CONTROL
113,350 .84  11$3B,251,459.51
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i
G R A Z I N G L A N D  U S E R E C R E A T I O N P O W E R M I N E R A L S
A D M IS S I O N  !
& i T O T A L
U S E R  F E E S
B E A V E R H E A D s 8 , 0 5 9 . 9 1 S 12 7 ,9 37 .57  1$ 1 ,8 51 .5 9 5 9 , 2 82 ,2 9 5 290 .25 $ .00 $ l . i l l . O o ! $  1 9 3 , 73 2 , 51
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Appendix B, Part 3 
Summary of A ll National Forests 
in Terms of Quantity and Value for Each 
National Forest Use
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a p p e n d ix  b, TABLE 3 
BEAVERHEAD NATIONAL FOREST
QUANTITY AND VALUE FOR EACH NATIONAL FOREST USE
Resource Use Annual Quantity Annual Value ($)
Grazing^ Cow & Horse 
Sheep & Goat
69.900.00
78.109.00
193,832
Mineral^ NFF Receipts 1 0
Power and Pipeline Acreage Permitted 102.60 198
Right-of—Way Miles 27 .20
2
Recreation V isitor Days 328,433.00 2,462,689^
Timber^ MBF 20,773.90 153,151
Water ^ Acre 
F eet
1,648,829.00
TOTAL 4,046,502
^Recreation Opportunity Inventory and Evaluation (ROI) values 
recently determined for the Forest were used in this calculation. 
See the Table of Contents for the reference.
^These are mean averages over the years 1972 through 1974. 
Refer to the pertinent sections in Chapter 2 of this paper for a more 
detailed explanation.
^Number of acre feet of water yield was derived from current 
data on the Beaverhead National Forest by Wallace Page (Forest 
Hydrologist).
1 of 1 0
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
123
.1
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BITTERROOT NATIONAL FOREST
QUANTITY AND VALUE FOR EACH NATIONAL FOREST USE
Resource Use Annual Quantity Annual Value
Grazing^ Cow & Horse 12,374.00 
Sheep & Goat 0.00
$17,790
Mineral NFF Receipts 412
Power and Pipeline 
Rig ht-of—W ay
Acreage Permitted 58.20 
Miles 28.00
O
p
Recreation V isitor Days 384,367.00 2,989,037
Timber^ MBF 35,646.37 1,293,529
Water
Af"
^   ̂ 1,440,000.00 
Feet
1,080,000
TOTAL 5,380,768
1 Figures are only for regions in Montana.
p
These are mean averages over the years 1972 through 1974, 
Refer to the pertinent sections in Chapter 2 of this paper for a 
more detailed explanation.
2  of 1 0
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CUSTER NATIONAL FOREST"'
QUANTITY AND VALUE FOR EACH NATIONAL FOREST USE
Resource Use Annual Quantity Annual Value
p
Grazing Cow & Horse 137,550.00 
Sheep & Goat 2,266.00
198,828
Mineral^ NFF Receipts 22
Power and Pipeline 
R i ght-of-W ay
Acreage Permitted 531 .70 
Miles 133.90
246
Recreation^ V isitor Days 387,600.00 2,425,420
p
Timber MBF 2,843.35 16,981
Water 1 ,072,000.00
F eet
804,000
TOTAL 3,445,497
"I F igures are only for regions in Montana.
^These are mean averages over the years 1972 through 1974 
Refer to the pertinent sections in Chapter 2 of this paper for a 
more detailed explanation.
3 of 10
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DEERLODGE NATIONAL FOREST 
QUANTITY AND VALUE FOR EACH NATIONAL FOREST USB
Resource Use Annual Quantity Annual Value
Grazing ̂ Cow & Horse 
Sheep&Goat
4 7 ,0 3 8 .0 0
0 . 0 0
$66,461
Mineral ̂ NFF Receipts 42
Power and Pipeline 
Rig ht-of—Way
Acreage Permitted 971.7 
Miles 130.4
3,636
Recreation ^ V isitor Days 823,233.00 4,925,613
Timber ̂ MBF 26,191.39 453,986
Water Acre 
F eet
1,015,000.00 761,250
t o t a l 6,210,988
^These are mean averages over the years 1972 through 1974 
Refer to the pertinent sections in Chapter 2 of this paper for a 
more detailed explanation.
4 of 10
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FLATHEAD NATIONAL FOREST 
QUANTITY AND VALUE FOR EACH NATIONAL FOREST USE
Resource Use Annual Quantity Annual Value
Grazing ̂ Cow & Horse 2,205.00 
Sheep&Goat 0.00
$3,135
Mineral ̂ NFF Receipts 73
Power and Pipeline 
Right-of-Way
Acreage Permitted 370.40 
Miles 97.80 843
Recreation ̂ V isitor Days 685,267.00 4,906,803
Timber^ MBF 135,790.28 5,053,044
Water Acre ̂ 4,540,000.00 Feet * ' 3,405,OOO
TOTAL 13,368,898
These are mean averages over the years 1972 through 1974. 
Refer to the pertinent sections in Chapter 2 of this paper for a 
more detailed explanation.
5 of 1 O
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GALLATIN NATIONAL FOREST
QUANTITY AND VALUE FOR EACH NATIONAL FOREST USE
Resource Use Annual Quantity Annual Value
_ . 1 Grazing Cow & Horse 24,199.00 
Sheep&Goat 12,332,00
$ 38,418
Mineral^ NFF Receipts 1 ,807
Power and Pipeline 
R i ght-of-W ay
Acreage Permitted 440.00 
Miles 86.30
1 ,772
Recreation^ V isitor Days 1,664,100.00 13,510,785
Timber ^ MBF 17,755.41 209,005
Water AcreFeet 1,780,000.00 1,335,000
TOTAL 15,096,787
^These are mean averages over the years 1972 through 1974. 
Refer to the pertinent sections in Chapter 2 of this paper for a 
more detailed explanation.
6  of 1 0
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HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
QUANTITY AND VALUE FOR EACH NATIONAL FOREST USE
Resource Use Annual Quantity Annual Value
2
Grazing Cow &  Horse 
Sheep &  Goat
29.704.00
15.864.00
48,286
Mineral^ NFF Receipts 15
Power and Pipeline 
R i ght-of-W ay
Acreage Permitted 563.10 
Miles 117.60
805
Recreation^ V isitor Days 582,533.00 4,141,656^
Timber^ MBF 22,339.35 312,347
Water Acre
Feet
315,000.00 236,250
TOTAL 4,739,359
^Recreation Opportunity Inventory and Evaluation (ROI) Values 
recently determined fo r the Forest were used in this calculation. 
See the Table of Contents for the reference.
2These are mean averages over the years 1972 through 1974. 
Refer to the pertinent sections in Chapter 2 of this paper for a more 
detailed explanation.
7 of 10
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appendix b , table 3
KOOTENAI (AND KANIKSU) NATIONAL FOREST
QUANTITY AND VALUE FOR EACH NATIONAL FOREST USE
Resource Use Annual Quantity Annual Value
2
Grazing Cow & Horse 
Sheep&Goat
10,213.00
1 0 . 0 0
$14,720
2
Mineral NFF Receipts 154
Power and Pipeline 
Right-of—Way
Acreage Permitted 991 .40 
Miles 206.00
1 ,362
Recreation^ V isitor Days 362,433.OO 2,732,658
Timber^ MBF 174,498.60 5,957,291
Water Acre 
F eet
2,413,875.00 1,810,406
TOTAL 10,516,591
I The Kaniksu National Forest in Montana is administered by the 
Kootenai National Forest. These figures are only for regions relative 
to the Forests in Montana.
^These are mean averages over the years 1972 through 1974. 
Refer to the pertinent sections in Chapter 2 of this paper for a more 
detailed explanation.
8  of 1 0
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appendix b , table 3
LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST
QUANTITY AND VALUE FOR EACH NATIONAL FOREST USE
Resource Use Annual Quantity Annual Value
P
Grazing Cow & Horse 51,744.00 
Sheep&Goat 3,858.00
$ 74,955
Mineral^ NFF Receipts 23
Power and Pipeline Acreage Permitted 226.90 
Right-Of-Way Miles 163.10
192
Recreation^ V isitor Days 690,733.00
1
5,294,052
Timber ^ MBF 12,543.83 105,809
Water 2  1,435,000.00 
Feet
1,076,250
TOTAL 6,551,281
 ̂Recreation Opportunity Inventory and Evaluation (ROI) values
recently deterrnined for the Forest were used in this calculation. 
See the Table of Contents for the reference.
^These are mean averages over the years 1972 through 1974. 
Refer to the pertinent sections in Chapter 2 of this paper for a more 
detailed explanation.
9 of 10
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appendix b , table 3
LOLO NATIONAL FOREST
QUANTITY AND VALUE FOR EACH NATIONAL FOREST USE
Resource Use Annual Quantity Annual Value
Grazing ^ Cow & Horse 8,725.00 
Sheep&Goat 0 . 0 0
1 2 , 2 0 1
1
Mineral NFF Receipts 208
Power and Pipeline 
Right—of—Way
Acreage Permitted 1,414.90 
Miles 145.00 1,152
-1
Recreation Visitor Days 1,145,433.00 7,425,368
Timber ^ MBF 133,971 .24 5,641,086
Water 3,130,000.00
Feet
2,347,500
TOTAL 15,427,515
 ̂These are mean averages over the years 1972 through 1974, 
Refer to the pertinent sections in Chapter 2  of this paper for a more 
detailed explanation.
1 0  of 1 0
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 4
GRAZING
Values for Cow & Horse and Sheep & Goat Allotments Combined and Averaged
Mean Average 
1972-1974
NF C ty .
AUM Value AUM Value AUM Value AUM Value AUM Value
Beaverhead Broadwater Carbon Carter Cascade
BEAVERHEAD
*20781
38070 111786
BITTERROOT
CUSTER
*5742
2266 8891
*19322
27837
DEER LODGE
FLATHEAD
GALLATIN
*11343 
2818 17111
HELENA
*3869
1293 5917
LEWIS & CLARK
LOLO
"
KOOTENAI
TOTAL
*20781
38070 111786
*11343 
2818 1711 1
*5742
2266 8891
* 19322
27837
*3869
1293 5917
* Cow and Horse AUM's
Sheep and Goat AUM's (no symbol)
COCÛ
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 4
GRAZING (Continued)
Values for Cow & Horse and Sheep & Goat Allotments Combined and Averaged
Mean Average 
1972-1974
AUM Value 
Chouteau
AUM Value 
Deer Lodge
AUM Value 
Fergus
AUM Value 
Flathead
AUM Value 
Gallatin
BEAVERHEAD *2491
133 3625
BITTERROOT
CUSTER
DEER LODGE
*3070
4416
FLATHEAD
*1799
2556
GALLATIN
*8036
4471 12893
HELENA
LEWIS & CLARK
*4961
7144
*3879
1500 5990
LOLO
*49
73
KOOTENAI
*369
531
TOTAL
"4961
7144
*5561
133 8041
*3879
1500 5990
*2217
3160
*8036
4471 12893
Où
* Cow and Horse AUM's
Sheep and Goat AUM's (no symbol)
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 4
GRAZING (Continued)
Values fon Cow & Horse and Sheep & Goat Allotments Combined and Averaged
Mean Average 
1972-1974
N . F . Cty.
AUM Value AUM Value AUM Value AUM Value AUM Value
Glacier Golden Valley Granite Jefferson Judith Basin
BEAVERHEAD
BITTERROOT
CUSTER
DEER LODGE
*12351
17187
* 15038
20654
FLATHEAD
GALLATIN
HELENA
*4296
6184
LEWIS & CLARK
*1115 
8 8 6 1852
*723
1041
*12224
14 17348
LOLO
*227
327
KOOTENAI
TOTAL
*1115
8 8 6 1852
*723
1041
*12578
17514
* 19334
26838
*12224
14 17348
00
01
* Cow and Horse AUM’s
Sheep and Goat AUM's (no symbol)
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 4
GRAZING (Continued)
Values for Cow & Horse and Sheep & Goat Allotments Combined and Averaged
Mean Average 
1972-1974
N F Cty.
AUM Value 
Lake
AUM Value 
Lewis & Clark
AUM Value 
Lincoln
AUM Value 
Madison
AUM Value 
Meagher
BEAVERHEAD
*44157
39906 74863
BITTERROOT
CUSTER
DEER LODGE
*3576
5479
FLATHEAD
*252
363
GALLATIN
*1670
445 2783
*321
460
HELENA
*6273
5146 10461
*4726
3700 8920
LEWIS & CLARK
*5119
6871
*15541
165 22680
LOLO
KOOTENAI
*9418
13563
TOTAL
*252
363
* 11392 
5146 17332
*9418
13563
*49403
40351 83125
*20588
3865 32060
CO
0)
* Cow and Horse AUM's
Sheep and Coat AUM's (no symbol) 4 of 7
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 4
GRAZING (Continued)
Values for Cow & Horse and Sheep & Goat Allotments Combined and Averaged
Mean Average 
1972-1974
NF Cty,
AUM Value AUM Value AUM Value AUM Value AUM Value
Mineral Missoula Park Pondera Powder River
BEAVERHEAD
BITTERROOT
*108
156
CUSTER
*91012
131158
DEER LODGE
FLATHEAD
*154
216
GALLATIN
*10168
5966 15445
HELENA
LEWIS & CLARK
*215
310
LOLO
*1847
2331
*4197
6019
KOOTENAI
TOTAL
*1847 2331 *4459
6391
*10168
5966 15445
*215
310
*91012
131158
CO
s
* Cow and Horse AUM’s
Sheep and Goat AUM’s (no symbol) 5 of 7
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 4 
GRAZING (Continued)
Values for Cow & Horse and Sheep & Goat Allotments Combined and Averaged
■D
CD
C/)W
o'3
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■D
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C /)
C /)
Mean Average 
T972-1974
NF Cty.
AUM Value 
Powell
AUM  Value
Ravalli
AUM Value 
Rosebud
AUM Value 
Sanders
AUM Value 
Silver Bow
BEAVERHEAD
*2471
3558
BITTERROOT
*12266
17634
CUSTER
*15889
22906
DEER LODGE
'2 6 53
3815
* 10350
14910
FLATHEAD
G A L L A T IN
HELENA
*3066
4200 5610
L E V /IS  & C LARK
LO LO
*87
116
*2318
3335
KOOTENAI
*426
1 0 626
TOTAL
*5806
4200 9541
*12266
17634
*15889
22906
*2744
1 0 3961
*12821
18468
CO
CO
* Cow and Horse AUM's
Sheep and Goat AUM’s (no symbol) 6 of 7
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 4
GRAZING (Continued)
Values for Cow & Horse and Sheep & Goat Allotments Combined and Averaged
* Cow and Horse AUM's
Sheep and Goat AUM's (no symbol)
Mean Average 
1972-1974
NF Cty.
AUM Value 
Stillwater
AUM
Swee1
Value
Grass
AUfvl Value 
T eton
AUM Value 
Wheatland
AUM Value
BEAVERHEAD
BITTERROOT
CUSTER
*3400
4896
*2185
3140
DEER LODGE
FLATHEAD
GALLATIN
*4004
1450 6837
HELENA
LEWIS & CLARK
*91
131
* Ï 320
1804
*2687
3867
LOLO
KOOTENAI
TOTAL
+ 34Ô0
4896
*6280
1450 10108
*1320
1804
*2687
3867
GO
CD
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5"1
BEAVERHEAD NATIONAL FOREST 
ROI VALUATION OF RECREATION BY COUNTY FOR THE CALENDER YEARS 1972-1974’'
Preference
Type
Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value
BEAVERHEAD DEER LODGE MADISON
TYPE { 13,200 129,360 1,700 16,660 5,300 51,940
TYPE II 55,000 668,250 2,500 30,375 46,700 567,405
TYPE III 112,600 581 ,016 1 ,900 9^804 67,000 345,720
TYPE IV 14,200 37,630 0 0 9 ,4 0 0 24,910
TYPE V 1 ,500 9 ,570 300 1 ,914 3 ,2 0 0 20.416'
Totals 196,500 1 ,425 ,826 6,400 58,753 131,600 1 .010,391
SILVER BOW 1974 TOTALS BEAVERHEAD
TYPE I 1 0 0 980 198,940 12,900 126,420
TYPE II 1 ,600 19,440 1,285,470 62,100 754,515
TYPE III 900 4,644 941,184 101,800 525,288
TYPE IV 0 0 62,540 14,200 37,630
TYPE V 0 0 31,900 8 , 0 0 0 51,040
Totals 2,600 25 ,064 2,520,034 199,000 1,494,893
—— — — l y / o —̂ — —  ——— — — — — -
DEER LODGE MADISON SILVER BOW
T Y P E  I 1 , 1 0 0 10,780 4 ,8 00 47,040 1 100 980
I Y P E  II 2 ,200 26 ,730 47,200 573,480 1,500 18,225
1 YPL 111 1,900 9 ,8 0 4 68 ,100 351,396 800 4,128
1 Y P t  IV 0 0 1 0 , 1 0 0 26,765 1 0 0
1YPb V ■ “ 300 1 ,914 2 ,2 00 14,036 0 0
I otals 5,500 49,228 132,400 1,012,717 2,400 23,333
1 Refer to Appendix B, Table 5-2 for the Recreation Opportunity Inventory determined values
corresponding to the five preference types.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-1 
BEAVERHEAD NATIONAL FOREST 
ROI VALUATION OF RECREATION BY COUNTY FOR THE CALENDER YEARS 1972-19741
Preference
Type
Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value
— — — i 0*7 Q _ _ _ __ _ _ 1 070 _______ _ _
1 973 TOTAL BEAVERHEAD DEER LODGE
185.220 10,300 100,940 800 7,840
Type II 1.372.950 47,800 580,770 1,900 23,085
TYPE III 890.616 94,900 489,684 1 ,700 8,772
TYPE IV 64.395 15,300 40,545 0 0
TYPE V 66.990 4,700 29,986 0 0 -
Totals 2,580.171 173,000 1,241,925 4,400 39,697
— — _____ 070 ____________ ____ _ _ ____ _
MADISON SILVER BOW 1972 TOTAL
TYPE I 4,200 41,160 1 0 0 980 150,920
TYPE II 45,900 557,685 1,300 15,795 1,177,335
TYPE III 66,500 343,140 800 4,128 845,724
TYPE IV 1 0 , 1 0 0 26,765 0 0 67,310
TYPE V 2,600 16,588 0 0 46,574
Totals 129,300 985,338^ 2 , 2 0 0 20,903 2,287,863
^Refer to Appendix B, Table 5-2 for the Recreation Opportunity Inventory determined values 
corresponding to the five preference types.
4̂
fO
143
APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-2 
RECREATION OPPORTUNITY INVENTORY DETERMINED VALUES 
FOR RECREATION VISITOR DAYS ON THE 
BEAVERHEAD NATIONAL FOREST
RECREATION VALUES DOLLARS*
TYPE I $ 9.80/RVD
TYPE II $12. 15/RVD
TYPE III $ 5.16/RVD
TYPE IV $ 2.65/RVD
TYPE V $ 6.38/RVD
*Based on the procedures outlined in Part VI of the Resource 
Capability System user's guide. Table E-30, page 49.02.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-3
HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
ROI VALUATION OF RECREATION BY COUNTY FOR THE CALENDER YEARS 1972-1 974̂
Preference
Type
Visitor Days Value Visitor Days ■ Value Visitor Days Value
— _____ 1 Q 7 A  — ^ ___________________________________  _
BROADWATER JEFFERSON LEWIS AND CLARK
TYPE I 2,700 33,075 1 ,900 23,275 29,700 331,150
TYFE II 9,600 113,280 9,400 110,920 44,700 804,600
TYPE III 16,600 80,510 24,600 119,310 180,800 958,240
TYPE IV 2,700 5,265 1 , 1 0 0 2,145 81,100 271,685
TYPE V 500 2,250 2 0 0 900 4,900 32,487•
Totals 32,100 234,380 37,200 256,550 341,200 2,398,162
MEAGHER POWELL 1974 TOTAL
TYPE I 2 , 0 0 0 24,500 15,500 189,875 601,875
TYPE II 4,300 50,740 ,29,300 345,740 1,425,280
TYPE III 5,500 26,675 97,400 472,390 1,657,125
TYPE IV 0 0 13,100 25,545 304,640
TYPE V 300 1 ,350 1 , 0 0 0 4,500 41,487
Totals 1 2 , 1 0 0 103,265 156,300 1,038,050 4,030,407
BROADWATER JEFFERSON LEWIS AND CLARK
TYPE I 2,500 30,625 2 , 2 0 0 26,950 30,600 341,190
i Yhe II 1 2 , 0 0 0 151,040 8,400 99,120 52,000 936,000
1 YPb ill 18,800 91 ,180 21,800 105,730 160,900 852,770
1 YHE IV 3,900 7,605 2,800 5,460 76,000 254,600
1 YPb V 600 2,700 300 1,350 11,600 76,908
1 otals 38,600 283,150 35,500 238,610 331,100 2,461,468
1
Refer to Appendix A, pages 79 and 80 for the corresponding ROI determined values relative to
each preference type.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-3
HELENA NATIONAL FOREST
ROI VALUATION OF RECREATION BY COUNTY FOR THE CALENDER YEARS 1972-1974“'
Preference
Type
Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value
-1 0-70
ME AG-4ER POWELL 1973 TOTAL
1 ,800 22,050 17,900 219,275 640,090
TYPE 11 3,600 42,480 31,000 365,800 1,594,440
TYPE III 4,600 22,310 85,200 413,220 1,485,210
TYPE IV 0 0 16,000 31,200 298,865
TYPE V 300 1 ,350 1 ,400 6,300 88,608
Totals 10,300 88,190 151,500 1,035,795 4 ,1 0 7 ,2 1 3
i 070 _
BROADWATER JEFFERSON LEWIS AND CLARK
TYPE I 2,500 30,625 2 , 0 0 0 24,500 29,000 323,350
TYPE II 12,900 152,220 6 ,8 0 0 80,240 5 3 ,7 0 0 966,600
T Y P E  III 17,600 85,360 2 2 , 1 0 0 107,185 202,700 1,074,310
TYPE IV 3,400 6 ,6 3 0 1 ,700 3,315 62,100 208,035
TYPE V 900 4,050 400 1 ,800 12,700 84,201
Totals 37,300 278,885 33,000 217,040 360,200 2,656,496
_ _______ _ ________ ______ 1 Q 7 0 _ ____ ___  ________
MEAGHER POWELL 1972 TOTAL
TYPE 1 1 ,500 18,375 1 5 ,1 0 0 184,975 581,825
TYPE II 3 ,0 0 0 35,400 25,300 298,540 1,533,000
1 YHE ill 3,900 18,915 116,200 5 6 3 ,5 7 0 1,849,340
■| Yp^- -
0 0 5,000 9 ,7 5 0 227,730
1 YHE V ^ 0 0 1 , 2 0 0 5,400 95,451
1 otals 8,400 72,690 162,800 1,062,235 4,287,346
cn
 ̂Refer to Appendix A, pages 79 and 80 for the corresponding ROI determined values relative to
each preference type.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-4 
LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST
ROI VALUATION OF RECREATION BY COUNTY FOR THE CALENDER YEARS 1972-19741
Preference
Type
Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value
_ __ __ — 1974 — __
CASCADE CHOUTEAU FERGUS
T Y P E  I 4,400 46,860 1 ,900 20,235 4 ,6 00 48,990
Type II 14,500 216,775 3,900 58,305 9 ,800 146,510
TYPE III 80,600 314,340 16,800 65,520 2 2 ,500 8 7 ,750
TYPE IV 17,800 83,660 900 4,230 0 0
TYPE V 2,300 5 ,175 700 1 ,575 900 2,025
Totals 119,600 666,810 24,200 149,865 37,800 285,275
H cn A
GLACIER GOLDEN VALLEY JUDITH BASIN
TYPE I 800 7,200 1 ,600 17,040 7,100 75,615
TYPE II 1 , 2 0 0 21,720 . 2,600 38,870 26,700 399,165
TYPE III 9,500 44 ,650 2,900 11,310 58,800 229,320
TYPE IV 0 0 0 0 2 , 1 0 0 9,870
TYPE V 0 0 0 0 1 ,800 4,050
Totals 11,500 73,570 7,100 67,220 95,500 718,020
 ̂cn A
LEWIS AN D CLARK MEAGHER PONDERA
TYPE I 27,200 289,680 11,300 120,345 1 ,300 13,845
r Y P t  11 23,700 526,140 40,800 609,960 1 ,900 42,180
"I YPb' Hi 39 ,800 210,940 1 0 2 , 2 0 0 398,580 1 ,400 7 ,4 20
iV P b  IV 16,000 28 ,000 5 ,000 23,500 0 0
1 YPb V 2 0 0 2,040 28,100 63,225 0 0
1 otals 106,900 1,056,800 187,400 1,215,610 4,600 63,445
0)
'Refer to Appendix A, pages 79 and 80 for the corresponding ROI determined values relative to
each preference type.
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APPENDIX. B, TABLE 5-4
LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST
ROI VALUATION OF RECREATION BY COUNTY FOR THE CALENDER YEARS 1972-1974’’
Preference
Type
Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value
TETON WHEATLAND 1974 TOTAL
Tyre l 23,500 250,275 3 .2 0 0 34.080 924.165
Type 11 20.300 450.660 7.800 116.610 2 .6 2 6 .8 9 5
TYPE III 35.200 1 8 6 .5 6 0 2 0 , 0 0 0 78.000 1.634.390
TYPE IV 1 0 . 1 0 0 17.675 0 0 16 6 .935
TYPE V 3.100 31.620 0 0 109.710'
Totals 9 2 .2 0 0 936.790 31.000 2 2 8 ,6 9 0 5.462.095
CASCADE CHOUTEAU FERGUS
TYPE I 2,700 28,7 5 1 ,900 20,235 4 ,0 0 0 42.600
TYPE II 13,700 204,815 . 3,800 56.810 9.300 139.035
TYPE III 75,700 295,230 14,300 55,770 2 1 , 1 0 0 8 2 .2 9 0
TYPE IV 16,900 79,430 900 4,230 0 0
TYPE V 1 ,400 3,150 700 1 ,575 1 , 1 0 0 2.475
Totals 110,400 611,380 21,600 138,620 3 5 ,5 0 0 266,400
G LAC IER GOLDEN VALLEY JUDITH BASIN
TYRE I 900 8 ,1 0 0 1 ,300 13,845 6 , 1 0 0 64,965
iYRb 11 1 .500 27,150 3,000 44,850 26,700 399,165
"i Y p E 111
1 1 . 1 0 0 52,170 2,700 10,530 5 6 ,1 0 0 218,790
"TYPE" TV “
0 0 0 0 2 ,1 0 0 9.870
1 YPb V 0 0 0 0 1 ,800 4,050
1 otals 1 3 ,5 0 0 87,420 7,000 69,225 92,800 696,840
•nI
^Refer to Appendix A, pages 79 and 80 for the corresponding ROI determined values relative to
each preference type.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-4 
LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST 
ROI VALUATION OF RECREATION BY COUNTY FOR THE CALENDER YEARS 1972-1974 1
Preference
Type
Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value
LEWIS AND CLARK MEAGHER PONDERA
type  L 26,400 281,160 10,600 112,890 1 , 0 0 0 10,650
TYPE II 29,000 643,800 37,300 557,635 1 ,400 31,080
TYPE III 40,200 213,060 106,400 414,960 700 3,710
TVPÉ IV 13,900 24,325 5,200 24,440 0 0
TYPE V 2 0 0 2,040 23,300 52,425 0 0 -
Totals 109,700 1,164,385 182,800 1,162,350 3,100 45,440
— —— — — — — — — ly/o —------ —— “ ———————--------
TETON WHEATLAND 1973 TOTAL
TYPE I 24,100 256,665 3,300 35,145 875,010
TYPE II 24,400 541,680 . 7,600 113,620 2,759,640
TYPE III 37,800 200,340 18,600 72,540 r r ,619,390
TYPE IV 11,900 20,825 0 0 163,120
TYPE V 2,500 25,500 0 0 91 ,215
T otals 100,700 1,045,010 29,500 221,305 5,508,375
CASCADE CHOUTEAU FERGUS
TYPE I 2 , 0 0 0 21,300 1 .300 13.845 3.600 38.340
TYPE II 11,900 177,905 3,500 52,325 7.700 115.115
T Y P tirr 77,000 300,300 11.800 46,020 17.800 69.420
TYPE IV 16,400 77,080 900 4,230 0 0
"T'TP'E..V... “ 700 1 ,575 2 0 0 450 2 0 0 450
1 otals 108,000 578,160 17,700 116,870 29,300 223,325
4i>
00-
Refer to Appendix A, pages 79 and 80 for the corresponding ROI determined values relative to
each preference type.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-4
LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST
ROI VALUATION OF RECREATION BY COUNTY FOR THE CALENDER YEARS 1972-1974"'
Preference
Tvpe
Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value Visitor Days Value
GLACIER GOLDEN VALLEY JUDITH BASIN
TV PE 1 600 5.400 1 .000 10.650 2.100 22.365
TYPE II 1.600 28.960 1 .600 23.920 24.000 358.800
TYPE III 21.600 101 .520 1 .200 4.680 53.900 210.210
TYPE IV 0 0 0 0 2 , 1 0 0 _ 9,870
TYPE V 0 0 0 0 300 675 '
Totals 23.800 135.880 3.800 39.250 82.400 601.920
LEWIS AND CLARK MEAGHER PONDERA
TYPE I 24.500 260.925 4.600 48,990 600 6.390
TYPE II 26.200 581.640 . 32.200 481.390 1 . 2 0 0 26.640
TYPE III 36.300 192.390 96.500 376.350 400 2.120
TYPE IV 14.100 24.675 4.900 23.030 0 0
TYPE V 100 1 .020 21.500 48.375 0 0
Totals 101.200 1.060.650 159.700 978.135 2.200 35.150
TETON WHEATLAND 1972 TOTAL
TYPE 1 22,000 234,300 1 .500 15.975 678.480
■'T YPHT I'------ 18,600 412,920 8.300 124,085 2,383.700
1 YPb iii 38,400 203,520 8.300 32.370 1.538,900
I YPb IV 12.800 22,400 0 0 161.285
1 YPb V 4,000 40,800 0 0 93,345
1 otals 95,800 913,940 18,100 172,430 4,855,710
-1̂
CD
1 Refer to Appendix A, pages 79 and 80 for the corresponding ROI determined values relative
to each preference type.
a p p e n d ix  b, t a b le  5 - 5
RECREATION VISITOR DAY USE AND VALUE FOR EACH NATIONAL 
FOREST AND FOR EACH COUNTY, "LOW" VALUES AND ROI 
VALUES ARE SHOWN AS CALCULATED^
BEAVERHEAD COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI Value*
1974 Beaverhead 196,500 1,317,315
1973 Beaverhead 199,000 1 ,406,600
1972 Beaverhead 173,000 1,219,555
T otal 568,500 3,943,470
Average 189,500 1,314,490 1,387,548
BROADWATER COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI Value*
1974 Helena 32,100 230,910
1973 Helena 38,600 296,130
1972 Helena 37,300 307,050
T otal 108,000 834,090
Average 36,OOO 278,030 265,472
* Note: See Appendix B, Tables 5-1 to 5-4 for a detailed
analysts of ROI derived values.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
CARBON COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 CUSTER 240,700 1,405,580
1973 CUSTER 239,100 1,440,825
1972 CUSTER 305,400 1,847,500
Total 785,200 4,693,905
Average 261,733 1,564,635
CARBON COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 GALLATIN 1 2 , 0 0 0 114,035
1973 GALLATIN 9,600 88,835
1972 GALLATIN 11,600 109,400
T otal 33,200 312,270
Average 11,067 104,090
County Total 818,400 5,006,175
County Average 272,800 1,668,725
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5—4 for a detailed analysis of
ROI derived values.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
CARTER COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI V A L U E *
1974 CUSTER 43,500 310,045
1973 CUSTER 25,800 157,245
1972 CUSTER 19,700 105,010
T otal 89,000 572,300
Average 29,667 190,767
CASCADE COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Lewis & Clark 119,600 5 9 5 , 0 4 5
1973 Lewis & Clark 110,400 529,520
1972 Lewis & Clark 108,OOO 485,575
Total 338,OOO 1,610,140
Average 112,667 536,713 6 1 8 , 7 8 3
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, 
ROI derived values.
for a detailed analysis of
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
CHOUTEAU COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI V A L U E *
1974 Lewis & Clark 24,200 141,540
1973 Lewis & Clark 21,600 133,660
1972 Lewis & Clark 17,700 112,415
T otal 63,500 387,615
Average 21,167 129,205 135,118
DEER LODGE COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI V A L U E *
1974 Beaverhead 6,400 64,245
1973 Beaverhead 5,500 52,490
1972 Beaverhead 4,400 41,735
T otal 16,300 158,470
Average 5,433 52,823 49,226
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values .
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
DEER LODGE COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Deerlodge 157,900 902,835
1973 Deerlodge 161,000 889,095
1972 Deerlodge 163,500 876,225
Total 482,400 2,667,705
Average 160,000 889,235
County Total 498,700 2 , 8 2 6 , 1 7 5
County Average 166,233 942,058 938,461
FERGUS COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Lewis & Clark 37,800 283,190
1973 Lewis & Clark 35,500 2 6 3 ,400
1972 Lewis & Clark 29,300 223,250
T otal 102,600 769,840
Average 34,200 256,613 258,333
*See Appendix B, T ables 5—1 to 5—4 
ROI derived values .
for a detailed analysis of
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appendix b , table 5—5 (Continued)
FLATHEAD COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI Value*
1974 Flathead 536,800 3,931,910
1973 Flathead 473,900 3,527,395
1972 Flathead 490,300 3,359,555
Total 1,501,000 10,818,860
Average 500,333 3,606,287
1974 Kootenai 14,100 115,015
1973 Kootenai 15,000 122,135
1972 Kootenai 10,300 74,020
T otal 39,400 31 1 ,170
Average 13,133 103,723
1974 Uolo 3,100 25,680
1973 Lolo 2,800 21 ,750
1972 Lolo 1 ,500 11,790
Total 7,400 59,220
Average 2,467 19,740
County Total 1,547,800 11,189,250
County Average 515,933 3,729,750
*See Appendix B, Tables 5-1 to 5-4 for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values,
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
GALLATIN COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI
1974 Beaverhead
1973 Beaverhead No Information Recorded
1972 Beaverhead
Total
Average
GALLATIN COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value
1974 Gallatin 1,217,600 8,938,910
1973 Gallatin 1,171,000 9,074,950
1972 Gallatin 1,230,500 9,110,720
Total 3,619,100 27,124,580
Average 1,206,367 9,041,527
County Total 3,619,100 27,124,580
County Average 1,206,367 9,041,527
ROI V A L U E
*See Appendix B , T ables 5-1 to 5-4 for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
’ GLACIER COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Lewis & Clark 1 1 ,500 64,470
1 9 7 3  Lewis & Clark 13,500 75,375
1972 Lewis & Clark 23,800 98,455
Total 48,800 238,300
Average 16,267 79,433 98,957
GOLDEN VALLEY COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Lewis & Clark 7 , 1 0 0 69,215
1973 Lewis & Clark 7,000 71,395
1972 Lewis &  Clark 3,800 38,505
T otal 1 7 ,9 0 0 179,115
Average 5 , 9 6 7 59,705 58,565
* See Appendix B, T ables 5—1 to 5—4 
ROI derived values.
for a detailed analysis of
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
GRANITE COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI V A L U E *
1974 Deerlodge 385,800 2,343,520
1973 Deerlodge 359,700 2,073,145
1972 Deerlodge 351,500 1,797,000
Total 1,097,000 6,213,665
Average 3 6 5 , 6 6 7 2,071,222
GRANITE COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI V A L U E *
1974 Lolo 123,700 1,019,830
1973 Lolo 129,800 1 ,066,490
1972 Lolo 24,600 72,960
Total 278,100 2,159,280
Average 92,700 719,760
County T otal 1,375,100 8,372,945
County Average 458,367 2,790,982
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
JFFFFRSCN ecuNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value RCI V A L U E *
1974 Deerlodge 102,800 605,360
1 9 7 3  Deerlodge 122,500 754,380
1972 Deerlodge 140,300 898,015
T otal 365,600 2,257,755
Average 121,867 752,585
JFFFFRSCN ecuNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value RCI V A L U E *
1974 Helena 37,200 253,070
1973 Helena 35,500 236,270
1972 Helena 33,OOO 211,670
Total 105,700 701,OlO
Average 35,233 233,670 237,400
County Total 471,300 2,958,765
County Average 157,100 986,255 989,985
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values .
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5 (Continued)
JUDITH BASIN COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE
1974 Lewis & Clark 96,500 684,020
1973 Lewis & Clark 92,800 682,480
1972 Lewis & Clark 82,400 584,755
T otal 271,700 1,951,255
Average 90,567 650,418 672,260
LAKE COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Flathead 73,000 517,275
1 973 Flathead 67,900 471,115
1972 Flathead 58,500 397,240
T otal 199,400 1,385,630
Average 66,467 461,877
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE (Continued)
LAKE COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Lolo 300 3,615
1973 Lolo 300 3,615
1972 Lolo 2 0 0 1 ,965
Total 800 9,195
Average 
County Total 
County Average
267
2 0 0 , 2 0 0
66,733
3,065
1,394,825 
464,942
LEWIS & CLARK COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Flathead 2 , 2 0 0 23,330
1973 Flathead 1 ,300 13,575
1972 Flathead 4,000 54,365
T otal 7,500 91,270
Average 2,500 30,423
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values.
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appendix b , table5-5 (Continued)
LEWIS & CLARK COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Helena 341,200 2,129,440
1973 Helena 331,100 2,112,130
1972 Helena 360,200 1,937,290
Total 1,032,500 6,178,860
Average 344,167 2,059,620 2,505,376
LEWIS & CLARK COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Lewis & Clark 106,900 840,500
1973 Lewis & Clark 109,700 921,760
1972 Lewis & Clark 101 ,200 836,845
T otal 317,800 2,599,105
Average 1 05,933 866,368 1,093,945
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, ^or a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values.
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appendix b , table 5—5 (Continued)
LEWIS AND CLARK COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI v a l u e *
1974 Lolo 13,200 148,245
1973 Lolo 12,900 144,595
1972 Lolo 12,300 135,015
Total 38,400 427,855
Average 12,800 142,618
County Total 1,396,200 9,297,090
County Average 465,400 3,099,030 3,772,362
LINCOLN COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Flathead 4,900 29,945
1973 Flathead 4,400 37,585
1972 Flathead 5,300 16,180
Total 14,600 83,710
Average 4,867 27,903
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values .
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appendix b , table5-5 (Continued)
LINCOLN COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Kootenai 274,200 2,028,845
1973 Kootenai 
1972 Kootenai
306,400 
307,000
2,524,490 
2,080,595
(Kaniksu National 
Forest not Included 
for 1972-73)
Total 887,600 6,633,930
Average 295,867 2,211,310
County Total 
County Average
902,200 
300,733
6,717,640
2,239,213
MADISON COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Beaverhead 131,600 988,355
1973 Beaverhead 132,400 986,440
1972 Beaverhead 129,300 974,975
Total 393,300 2,949,770
Average 131,100 983,257 1,002,815
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, 
ROI derived values.
for a detailed analysis of
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5 (Continued)
MADISON COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Deerlodge 17,400 130,325
1973 Deerlodge 20,600 143,835
1972 Deerlodge 24,300 213,165
Total 62,300 487,325
Average 20,767 1 62,442
MADISON COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Gallatin 158,900 2,189,930
1973 Gallatin 123,200 2,054,100
1972 Gallatin 131,600 2,219,465
T otal 413,700 6,463,495
Average 137,900 2,154,498
County Total 869,300 9,900,590
County Average 289,767 3,300,197 3,319,755
*See Appendix B, T ab\es 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values.
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appendix b , table 5-5 (Continued)
MEAGHER COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Gallatin 1 ,300 12,340
1973 Gallatin 1 , 1 0 0 10,940
1972 Gallatin 1 , 1 0 0 1 1 , 2 1 0
Total 3,500 34,490
Average 1 ,167 11,497
MEAGHER COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Helena 1 2 , 1 0 0 106,520
1973 Helena 10,300 89,070
1972 Helena 8,400 75,465
Total 30,800 271,055
Average 10,267 90,352 88,049
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values .
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
MEAGHER CCUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value RCI VALUE*
1974 Lewis & Clark 187,400 1,375,055
1973 Lewis & Clark 182,800 1,307,165
1972 Lewis & Clark 159,700 1,089,705
T otal 529,900 3,771,925
Average 176,633 1,257,308 1,118,698
County Total 564,200 4,077,470
County Average 188,067 1,359,157 1,218,244
MINERAL CCUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value RCI VALUE*
1974 Lolo 465,800 2,542,440
1973 Lolo 428,600 2,458,035
1972 Lolo 416,900 2,459,700
T otal 1,311,300 7,460,175
Average 437,100 2,486,725
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values .
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5 (Continued)
PARK COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Custer 7,000 67,780
1973 Custer 9,200 95,490
1972 Custer 13,300 119,870
Total 29,500 283,140
Average 9,833 94,380
PARK COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Gallatin 215,800 1,491,170
1973 Gallatin 200,300 1,376,245
1972 Gallatin 245,200 1,877,365
T otal 661,300 4,744,680
Average 220,433 1,581,560
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values .
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5 (Continued)
PARK COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Lewis & Clark 2 0 0 2 , 0 0 0
1973 Lewis & Clark 2 0 0 2 , 0 0 0
1972 Lewis & Clark 2 0 0 2,650
T otal 600 6,650
Average 2 0 0 2,217
County Total 
County Average
691,400 
230,467
5,034,470 
1,678,157
MISSOULA COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Bitterroot 17,300 195,960
1973 Bitterroot 13,500 153,185
1972 Bitterroot 1 1 , 2 0 0 127,480
Total 42,000 476,625
Average 14,000 158,875
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, 
ROI derived values.
for a detailed analysis of
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APPHNDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
MISSOULA CCUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value RCI VALUE*
1974 Flathead 100,000 630,910
1973 Flathead 91,700 565,690
1972 Flathead 85,700 506,300
T otal 277,400 1,702,900
Average 92,467 567,633
MISSOULA CCUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value RCI VALUE*
1974 Lolo 519,000 3,494,365
1973 Lolo 481,000 3,223,775
1972 Lolo 288,700 1,829,765
T otal 1,289,300 8,547,905
Average 429,767 2,849,302
County Total 
County Average
1,608,700 
536,233
10,727,430
3,575,810
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
PONDERA COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI V A L U E *
1 9 7 4  Lewis & Clark 4,600 44,845
1973 Lewis & Clark 3,100 31,065
1972 Lewis & Clark 2,200 22,595
T otal 9,900 98,505
Average 3,300 32,835 48,012
POWDER RIVER COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI V A L U E *
1974 Custer 22,OOO 196,050
1973 Custer 13,500 91 ,720
1 9 7 2  Custer 14,600 9 6 , 5 5 0
T otal 50,100 384,320
Average 16,700 128,107
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, 
ROI derived values .
for a detailed analysis of
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a p p e n d ix  b , t a b l e  5-5(Continued)
POWELL OOUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Deerlodge 31,400 249,325
1973 Deerlodge 31,700 249,985
1972 Deerlodge 33,900 251,360
Total 97,000 750,670
Average 32,333 250,223
POWELL COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Flathead 18,800 192,310
1973 Flathead 16,300 172,075
1972 Flathead 20,800 273,655
T otal 55,900 638,040
Average 18,633 212,680
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
POWELL COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Helena 156,300 981,760
1973 Helena 151,500 1,OOO,480
1972 Helena 162,800 919,080
Total 470,600 2,901,320
Average 156,867 967 , 1 07 1,045,360
POWELL COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Lolo 33,900 259,915
1973 Lolo 34,100 256,020
1972 Lolo 36,OOO 265,325
T otal 104,000 781,260
Average 34,667 260,420
County Total 
County Average
727.500
242.500
5,071,290 
1,690,430 1,768,683
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
RAVALLI CCUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value RCI VALUE*
1974 Bitterroot 417,300 3,026,910
1973 Bitterroot 335,600 2,717,970
1972 Bit±erroot 358,200 2,745,605
T otai 1,111,100 8,490,485
Average 370,367 2,830,162
RAVALLI CCUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Lolo 1 ,500 17,855
1 973 Lolo 1 ,500 18,115
1972 Lolo 500 7,350
T otal 3,500 43,320
Average 1 ,167 14,440
County Total 
County Average
1,114,600
371,533
8,533,805
2,844,602
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of
ROI derived values
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5 (Continued)
ROSEBUD COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Custer 1O,800 129,240
1973 Custer 3,400 36,310
1972 Custer 2,300 22,150
T otal 16,500 187,700
Average 5,500 62,567
SANDERS COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974
1973
1972
Kootenai
Kootenai
Kootenai
42,1 OO 
2,800 
200
342,955 
36,935 
3,000
(Kaniksu not in­
cluded for 1972- 
1 973)
T otal 45,100 382,890
Average 15,033 127,630
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values .
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
SANDERS CCUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value RCI VALUE*
1974 Lolo 143,100 1,006,170
1973 Lolo 141,000 987,160
1 972 Lolo 119,400 794,565
T otal 403,500 2,787,895
Average 134,500 929,298
County Total 
County Average
448,600 3,170,785 
149,533 1,056,928
s il v e r  BCW CCUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Beaverhead 2,600 30,740
1973 Beaverhead 2,400 28,970
1972 Beaverhead 2,200 25,670
T otal 7,200 85,380
Average 2,400 28,460 23,100
* See Appendix B, T ables 5—1 to 5—4, 
ROI derived values.
for a detailed analysis of
27 of 31
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
177
APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
SILVER BOW COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Deerlodge 105,400 589,605
1973 Deerlodge 109,800 645,745
1972 Deerlodge 150,200 1,164,370
Total 356,400 2,399,720
Average 121,800 799,907
County Total 372,600 2,485,100
County Average 124,200 828,367 823,007
STILLWATER COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Custer 53,000 353,225
1973 Custer 58,200 319,525
1972 Custer 63,200 318,675
T otal 174,400 991,425
Average 58,133 330,475
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, 
ROI derived values .
for a detailed analysis of
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
s w e e t g r a s s  c o u n ty
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Custer 6,000 62,385
1973 Custer 6,700 58 655
1972 Custer 5,400 42,430
T otal 18,100 163,470
Average 6,033 54,490
s w e e t g r a s s COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Gallatin 92,900 692,815
1973 Gallatin 80,800 558,215
1972 Gallatin 87,800 601,810
T otal 261,500 1,852,840
Average 87,167 617,613
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, 
ROI derived values.
for a detailed analysis of
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5—5(ContinLied)
SWEET GRASS ecu NTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Lewis & Clark 1 ,700 19,605
1973 Lewis & Clark 1 ,400 15,855
1972 Lewis & Clark 1 ,ioo 13,865
T otal 4,200 49,325
Average 1 ,400 16,442
County Total 
County Average
283,800
94,600
2,065,635
688,545
TETCN CCUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE*
1974 Lewis & Clark 92,200 726,525
1973 Lewis & Clark 100,700 795,025
1972 Lewis & Clark 95,800 694,115
T otal 288,700 2,215,665
Average 96,233 738,555 965,247
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, 
ROI derived values.
for a detailed analysis of
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-5(Continued)
WHEATLAND COUNTY
Year Forest V isitor Days Value ROI VALUE
1974 Lewis & Clark 31,000 236,600
1973 Lewis & Clark 29,500 228,680
1972 Lewis & Clark 18,100 170,925
Total 78,600 636,205
Average 26,200 212,068 207,475
*See Appendix B, T ables 5-1 to 5-4, for a detailed analysis of 
ROI derived values.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 5-6 
AVERAGE ANNUAL RECREATION USE AND "LOW" VALUE 
RELATIVE. TO NATIONAL FORESTS IN MONTANA
(Over the C . Y . Period 1972 through 1974)
National Forest V isitor Day 
Use
Average Annual 
Low Value
Beaverhead 328,433 2,379,030
Bitterroot 384,367 2,989,037
Custer 387,600 2,425,420
Deerlodge 823,233 4,925,613
Flathead 685,267 4,906,803
Gallatin 1,664,1OO 13,510,785
Helena 582,533 3,628,778
Kootenai (& Kaniksu)^ 362,433 2,732,658
Lewis and Clark 690,733 4,837,882
Lolo 1 ,145,433 7,425,368
Totals^ 7,054,132 49,761,374
 ̂Refer to Appendix B, Table 7-3 for a more detailed analysis of 
recreation on the Kootenai National Forest.
^See alternative values "by forest—by county" in Appendix B, 
Table 5-5.
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Timber Data Calculations by Forest by County 
and Regional Office Statistics for Bach Forest
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a p p e n d ix  b . TABLE 6-1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY
County BEAVERHEAD BROADWATER
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value ($) Quantity , Value ($)
BEAVERHEAD
74 14,417.13 221,047.77
73 18,234.00 100,413.07
72 13,473.03 79,192.8G
74
BITTERROO I 73
72
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERLODGE
74
73
72
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74 11,298.65 137,338.72
73 4,219.40 52,385.10
72 3,403,93 18,422.20
LEWIS & CLARK
74
73
72
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
t o t a l s
74 14,417.13 221,047.77 11,298.65 137,338.72
73 18,234.00 100,413.07 4,219.46 52,385.16
72 13,473.03 79,192.8G 3,403.93 18,422.20
AVERAGE 15,374.92 133,751.45
.........
6,327.35 69,382.03
1 of 17
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a p p e n d ix  b , t a b l e  6-1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY
County CARBON CARTER
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value (•$■) Quantity , Valuer$^
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74
BITTERROO I 73
72
CUSTER
74 257.47 1,055.09 205.78 1,736.77
73 15 .00 128.85 313.48 2,461.87
72 45.70 124.00 210.93 1,283.08
DEERLODGE
74
73
72
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74
73
72
LEWIS & CLARK
74
73
72
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
74 257.47 1.055.09 205.78 1.736.77
73 15 .OO 128.85 313.48 2.461.87
72 45 .70 124.00 210.93 1.283.08
AVERAGE 106.06 435.98 243.40 1,827.24
2 of 17
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appendix b , table 6-1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY 
(MBF)
County CASCADE CHOUTEAU
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value ($) . Quantity , Value($)
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74
BIT I bRROO 1 73
72
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERLODGE
74
73
72
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74
73
72
LEWIS & CLARK
74 345.22 5,264.6£ — —
73 2,763.34 5,612.45 ---- — —
72 6,798.12 10,430.52 ---- — ”
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
74 345.22 5,264.65 ---- ----
73 2,763.34 5,612.45 ----
72 6,798.12 10,430.52 ---- ----
AVERAGE 3,302.23 7,102.55 ---- ----
3 of 1 7
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A P P E N D I X  B ,  T A B L E  6 - 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY 
(MBF)
County DEER LODGE FERGUS
National Forest Y 6 9  r Quantity Value ($) Quantity , Valuers')
BEAVERHEAD
74 7,215.31 19,181.11
73 2,405,09 9,201.08
72 1 , 1 07.96 2,215.92
BITTERROOT
74
73
72
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERLODGE
74 162.62 -  598.84
73 1,795.15 20,563.79
72 3,264.61 1O,939.90
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74
73
72
LEWIS & CLARK
74 —  — — —
73 ---- ----
72 ---- ----
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
^74 7,377.94 18,582.27 ---- ----
73 4,200.24 29,764.87 ---- ----
72 4,372.57 13,155.82 ---- ----
AVERAGE 5,316.92 20,500.99 ---- ----
4  o f  17
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A P P E N D I X  B ,  T A B L E  6 - 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY 
(MBF)
County FLATHEAD GALLATIN
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value ($) . Quantity . Value($)
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74
BITTERROO 1 73
72
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERLODGE
74
73
72
FLATHEAD
74 112,167.15 4,741,1 43.46
73 106,254.68 3,946,677.51
72 127,215.1 13,467,993.67
GALLATIN
74 9,458.68 219,957.52
73 9,086.68 129,210.82
72 20,447.62 181 ,017.76
HELENA
74
73
72
LEWIS & CLARK
74
73
72
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74 --: -- ----
73 5,474.67 208,848.71
72 575 .47 1,1 36.47
TOTALS
74 1 1 2 , 1 67. 1 5 4,741,143.46 9,458.68 219,957.52
73 1 1 1 ,729.35 4,1 55,526.22 9,086.68 129,210.82
72 127,790.58 3,469,1 30.1 420,447.62 181 ,017.76
AVERAGE 1 17,229. 03 4,121,933.27 12,997.66 1 76,728.70
5 o f  17
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appendix b , table 6- 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY 
(MBF)
County GLACIER GOLDEN VALLEY
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value ($) Quantity , Value ($)
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74
B [ 1 1 t  RROO1 73
72
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERLODGE
74
73
72
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74
73
72
LEWIS & CLARK
74 --- . ---- ---- — —
73 ---- ---- ---- ----
72 ----
---- ---- ----
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
74 ---- - ---- ---- ----
73 ---- ---- —  — —  —-
72 ---- ---- ----
AVERAGE
6  Of 1 7
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a p p e n d i x  b , t a b l e  6 - 1
t im b e r  by  f o r e s t  b y  c o u n ty
( M B F )
County GRANITE JEFFERSON
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value ($) . Quantity , Value ($)
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74
Bl'l 1 ERROO 1 73
72
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERLODGE
74 6,376.31 278,116.3C 6,657 .51 106,965.15
73 9,369.11 249,503 .0£ 7,591.70 87,375.00
72 14,178.32 1 86,505 .86 6,230.53 5,580.19
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74 1,147.51 2,271.05
73 6.399.19 43,495.42
72 44.05 96.24
LEWIS & CLARK
74
73
72
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
74 6,376.31 278, 1 16.30 7,805.02 109,236.20
73 9,369.11 249,503.09 13,990.89 1 30, 870.42
72 14,178.32 1 86,505.86 6,274.58 5,676.43
AVERAGE 9,974.58 238,041.75 9,356.83 81 ,927.68
189
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a p p e n d i x  B ,  t a b l e  6 - 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY 
(MBF)
County JUDITH BASIN LAKE
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value ($) . Quantity , Value($)
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74
BI i 1 ERROOT 73
72
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERUODGE
74
73
72
FLATHEAD
74 18,275.55 927,578.45
73 11,605.95 429,210.15
72 26,134.85 1,383,067.72
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74
73
72
LEWIS & CLARK
74 1,344.75 14,176.40
73 4,272.79 8,873.67
72 1 3 9 . 3 4 156.99
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
74 1.344.75 14,176.40 18,275.55 927,578.45
73 4,272 .79 8,873.67 11,605.95 429,210.15
72 139.34 156.99 26,134.85 1,383,067.72
AVERAGE 1,918.96 7,735.69 18,672.12 913,285.44
8  o f  1 7
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a p p e n d i x  b , t a b l e  6 - 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY
County LEWIS & CLARK LINCOLN
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value ($) Quantity , Value ($)
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74
BL 1 1 LRROO I 73
72
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERLCDGE
74
73
72
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74 5.255.32 158.604.57
73 8,590.90. 161,649.81
72 6,214.80 30,640.2/
LEWIS &CLARK
74 25.18 88. 7C
73 24.05 86. 4C
72 52.81 254.10
LCLC
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74 156,060.29 4,717,708.17
73 147,905.87 5,774,131.09
72 174,917.01 5,741,683.99
TOTALS
74 5,280.50 158,693.27 156,060.29 4,717,708.17
73 8,614.95 161,736.21 147,905.87 5,774,131.09
72 6.267.61 30,894.34 174,917.01 5,741,683.99
AVERAGE 6,721.02 117,107.94 159,627.72 5,41 1,174.42
9  o f  1 7
191
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
a p p e n d i x  b , t a b l e  6 - 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY 
(MBF)
County MADISON MEAGHER
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value ($) Quantity , Value ($)
BEAVERHEAD
74 272.38 2,078.95
73 3,236.49 20,918.75
72 1 ,867.36 4,308.89
74 6.00 12.00
BITTERROOT 73 48.7 8 524.10
72 53.70 562.50
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERLCDGE
74 68.73 105.25
73 94.50 1,968.91
72 ---- - ---
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74 544.91 2,502.60
73 1 1 9.03 363.10
72 ---- ----
HELENA
74 1,530.96 3,469.41
73 1,601.33 3,006.99
72 800.48 3,025.78
LEWIS & CLARK
74 4,216.98 143,882.73
73 12,336.82 101,224.62
72 4,440.29 20,859.12
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
74 347.11 2,196.20 6,292.85 149,854.74
73 3,379.77 23,411.76 14,057.18 104,594.71
72 1,921.06 4,871.39 5,240.77 23,884.90
AVERAGE 1,882,65 10,159.78 8,530.27 92,778.1 £
1 O o f  17
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a p p e n d i x  b , t a b l e  6 - 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY
County MINERAL MISSOULA
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value ($) Quantity , Value ($)
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74
BITTERROO 1 73
72
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERLCDGE
74
73
72
FLATHEAD
74 2.139.30 175.256.09
73 503.70 35,933.44
72 3,074.56 52,271.93
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74
73
72
LEWIS & CLARK
74
73
72
LOLO
74 36,541.56 1,819,468.2£ 28,619.92 1,574,231.27
73 64,693.69 2,354,776.3C 27,616.22 1,366,254.68
72 54,751.60 1,878,126.0C 58,411.95 1,971,069.98
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
74 36,541.56 1,819,468.2£ 30,759.22 1,749,487.38
73 64,693.69 2,354,776.3C 28,119.92 1,402,188.12
72 54,751.60 1,878,126.0C 61,486.51 2,023,341.91
AVERAGE 51,995.62 2,01 7,456.88 40,121.88 1,725,005.80
11 o f  1 7
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a p p e n d i x  b , t a b l e  6 - 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY 
(MBF)
County PARK PONDERA
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value ($) Quantity , Value ($)
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74
BIT 1 bRROO 1 73
72
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERLCDGE
74
73
72
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74 5,963.16 45,232.10
73 3,200.50 17,678.45
72 4,047.21 27,632.17
HELENA
74
73
72
LEWIS & CLARK
74 ---- —
73 ---- ----
72 ---- ----
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
74 5,963.16 45,232.10 ---- --—
73 3,200.50 17,678.45 ---- — —
72 4,047.21 27,632.17 ---- ----
AVERAGE 4,403.62 30,180.91
1 2  o f  17
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a p p e n d i x  b , t a b l e  6 - 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY
County POWDER RIVER POWELL
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value ($) Quantity , Value ($")
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74
BITTERROO 1 73
72
CUSTER
74 2,959.00 18,151.88
73 10,00 10.00
72 4,474.61 25,875.28
DEERLCDGE
74 5,253.08 194,250.7G
73 5.475.78 44.279.3E
72 1.259.21 2,380.9c
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74 6,591.40 130,210.25
73 4,578.76 113,982.8£
72 5,281.30 78,441.28
LEWIS & CLARK
74
73
72
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
74 2,959.60 18,151.88 11,844.48 324,460.95
73 1 0.00 1 0.00 10.054.54 158.262.25
72 4.474.61 25.875.28 6.540.51 80.822.21
AVERAGE 2,481.40 14,679.05 9,479.84 187,848.45
1 3  o f  1 7
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a p p e n d i x  b , t a b l e  6 - 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY
Countzy RAVALLI ROSEBUD
National Forest Y e^r Quantity Value ($) . Quantity , Value C$)
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74 22,845.62 1,1 69,614.77
Bl 1 1 ERROO 1 73 38,976.92 1,507,269.28
72 45,008.08 1,202,605.32
CUSTER
74 37.48 117.40
73 ----
72 ---------- ----------
DEERLCDGE
74
73
72
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74
73
72
LEWIS & CLARK
74
73
72
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
74 22,846.65 1,169,614.77 37 .48 1 17.40
73 38,976.92 1,507,269.26 —  — ----
72 45,008.08 1,202,605.32 ---- ----------
AVERAGE 35,610.21 1,293,163.12 12.49 39 .13
196
1 4  o f  1 7
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
a p p e n d i x  b , t a b l e  6 - 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY 
(MBF)
County SANDERS SILVER BOW
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value($) Quantity Value ($)
BEAVERHEAD
74 92.34 293.63
73 —  —-
72 —  —
74
BITTERROOT 73
72
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERLCDGE
74 3,098.00 115,548.53
73 2,653.68 26,587.75
72 5,045.32 31,886.5/
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74
73
72
LEWIS & CLARK
74
73
72
LOLO
74 49,099.57 2,520,231.98
73 37,212.36 1,487,992.83
72 44,966.86 1,951,106.65
KOOTENAI
74 14,048.50 695,809.95
73 12,638.00 404,993.1 5
72 11,876.00 327,562.1 E
TOTALS
74 63,148.07 3,216,041.95 3.190.34 115.842.16
73 49,850.36 1,892,986.02 2.653.68 26.587.78
72 56,842.86 2,278,668.73 5.045.32 31.886.54
a v e r a g e 56,613.76 2,462,565.553,629.78 58,105.49
197
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a p p e n d i x  b , t a b l e  6 - 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY
County STILLWATER SWEET GRASS
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value ($) Quantity Value
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74
BITTERROOT 73
72
CUSTER
74 —  ——
73 ---------- — —
72 ---- —  —
DEERLCDGE
74
73
72
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74 229.12 2,587.14
73 68.38 307.29
72 100.95 524.79
HELENA
74
73
72
LEWIS & CLARK
74
73
72
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
74 ---- ----------- 229.12 2,587.14
73 - --------- —  '— 68.38 307.29
72 ----------- ----------- 100.95 524.79
AVERAGE 1 32 ,82 1,139.74
198
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a p p e n d i x  b , t a b l e  6 - 1
TIMBER BY FOREST BY COUNTY
Countiy TETON WHEATLAND
National Forest Y ear Quantity Value($) Quantity ValueCS)
BEAVERHEAD
74
73
72
74
BIT rERROO 1 73
72
CUSTER
74
73
72
DEERLCDGE
74
73
72
FLATHEAD
74
73
72
GALLATIN
74
73
72
HELENA
74
73
72
LEWIS &CLARK
74 754.16 6,147.30 — —
73 49.90 245.00 — —
72 67.75 125.00 — —"
LOLO
74
73
72
KOOTENAI
74
73
72
TOTALS
74 754.16 ■ 6,147.30 -** — —
73 49.90 245.00 — —
72 67 .75 125.00 ---- ----
A V ER AG E 290.60 2,172.43
1 9 9
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A P P E N D I X  B ,  T A B L E  6 - 2  
T I M B E R  C U T  A N D  S O L D ,  R E G IO N  O N E ,  C O N V E R T I B L E  P R O D U C T S
A S  O F  J U L Y  1, 1974
1
F o r e s t
N o .
S a le s
T i m b e r  S o ld T i m b e r  C u t
V o lu m e
M B M
V a lu e
$
V o lu m e
M B M
V a lu e
$
B e a v e rh e a d 151 1 9 , 6 1 2 .9 3 4 0 2 ,2 8 4 .7 1 2 1 , 9 9 7 . 1 4
2
2 4 3 ,1 4 7 , 3 6
B i t t e r r o o t 2 19 3 4 , 6 9 6 . 4 4 9 0 9 ,2 3 4 . 0 6 2 2 , 8 5 1 .6 2 1 , 1 6 8 , 1 0 1 . 2 7
P a n h a n d le 224 2 7 8 ,7 1 8 . 4 7 1 8 ,3 8 3 ,4 5 7 .7 1 1 8 9 ,7 9 0 .5 8 7 , 8 7 4 , 7 5 1 . 5 5
C le a r w a t e r 125 1 0 7 ,6 8 3 .5 1 2 , 4 5 0 , 1 5 0 . 8 9 1 4 1 ,1 2 8 .0 1 4 , 5 8 1 , 7 1 2 . 9 6
C o l v i l l e 189 8 8 , 0 0 0 . 6 4 4 , 4 5 3 , 0 3 7 . 3 3 6 3 , 0 9 2 .7 7 2 , 8 7 7 , 8 2 5 . 1 6
C u s te r 86 4 8 6 .5 5 2 , 5 5 5 . 4 5 3 , 4 6 3 . 3 3 2 1 , 0 9 1 . 1 4
D e e r lo d g e 215 1 2 , 6 8 7 .0 9 4 9 6 ,1 9 7 .1 6 2 0 , 8 7 4 .4 4 6 9 3 ,8 6 7 .9 7
F la th e a d 112 1 1 1 ,1 3 9 . 9 2 6 , 7 0 7 , 4 0 4 . 4 9 1 3 2 ,5 8 2 .4 7 5 , 8 4 3 , 9 7 7 . 6 2
G a l l a t i n 147 5 ,1 0 4 .6 1 1 2 2 ,6 8 4 .8 2 1 6 ,1 9 5 .8 7 2 6 9 ,3 1 8 . 3 6
H e le n a 120 6 , 1 8 7 . 4 3 1 1 3 ,4 9 3 .9 9 2 5 , 8 2 3 .8 4 4 3 1 ,8 9 4 .0 1
K o o te n a i 408 1 6 1 ,6 2 4 .5 4 7 , 0 6 9 , 0 6 1 . 5 9 1 7 0 ,1 0 8 .7 9 5 , 4 0 0 , 7 6 2 . 9 8
L e w is  & C l a r k 253 3 , 6 8 6 . 4 3 1 3 4 ,5 1 1 .4 9 6 , 6 8 6 . 2 9 1 6 6 ,3 5 9 .8 2
L o lo 2 86 1 0 1 ,9 0 5 .2 4 3 , 9 9 2 , 0 9 0 . 1 5 1 1 4 ,2 6 1 .0 5 5 , 9 1 3 , 4 5 3 . 5 2
N e z P e r c e 70 1 0 3 ,8 7 9 .6 6 2 , 5 6 0 , 0 6 0 . 2 9 1 1 4 ,4 3 8 .9 5 2 , 5 1 4 , 1 5 3 . 1 8
T o t a l s 2 ,6 0 5 1 , 0 3 5 , 4 1 3 . 4 6 4 7 ,7 9 6 ,2 2 4 . 1 3 1 , 0 4 3 , 2 9 5 . 1 5 3 8 , 0 0 0 , 4 1 6 . 9 0
10
o
o
 ̂F i s c a l  y e a r  1974 n o n - c o n v e r t i b le  p r o d u c ts  r e p o r t  w a s  n o t  a v a i la b le .
S h i r l e y  A n d e r s o n ,  R e s o u r c e  C l e r k ,  B e a v e rh e a d  N a t io n a l  F o r e s t ,  fo u n d  t h a t  th e  t o t a l  
v a lu e  f o r  t i m b e r  c u t  w a s  $ 2 4 3 ,2 0 1  .4 6 .
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 6-3
REGIONAL TIMBER CUT AND SOLD REPORT, REGION ONE
Fiscal Year 1973
C o n v e r t i b le  P r o d u c t s
S ta te  and N o . S O L D C U T
F o r e s t S a le s V o lu m e V a lu e V o lu m e V a lu e
M B F $ M B F $
Id a h o
C le a r w a t e r 81 1 5 6 ,8 1 7 .2 8 4 ,5 4 5 , 3 9 6 .7 1 1 5 3 ,2 6 3 .8 6 4 , 3 8 8 , 4 2 3 . 6 3
C o e u r  d 'A le n e 104 111,040.33 5 , 5 3 8 , 3 0 2 . 0 8 1 2 0 ,8 6 7 .7 9 4 , 8 2 7 , 4 8 4 . 6 4
K a n ik s u 154 8 6 , 3 3 5 .9 2 3 , 1 7 7 , 5 8 7 . 7 6 86,433.69 2 , 7 8 8 , 8 4 8 . 4 6
K o o te n a i 15 1 1 4 .3 5 4 8 4 .9 5 5 ,8 7 0 .3 1 2 5 2 ,5 2 6 . 5 8
N e z p e rc e 63 1 3 0 ,1 6 7 ,5 9 3 , 5 7 2 , 4 0 7 . 2 3 98,676.34 3,289,643.09
S t .  J o e 63 6 2 , 2 2 3 .5 4 3 , 8 6 6 , 9 0 3 . 1 4 8 9 , 6 2 8 .4 6 3 ,3 7 3 , 4 3 8 .3 1
T o t a l  Idaho 480 5 4 6 ,6 9 9 .0 1 2 0 , 7 0 1 ,0 8 1 . 8 7 5 5 4 ,7 4 0 .4 5 1 8 ,9 2 0 ,3 6 4 .7 1
M o n ta n a
B e a v e rh e a d 178 1 5 , 7 6 4 .2 0 1 8 4 ,6 0 7 .3 5 2 3 , 8 7 6 .1 8 1 2 5 ,6 9 5 .5 5
B i t t e r r o o t 208 3 1 , 6 4 6 .3 3 1 ,4 2 0 , 7 3 2 .1 8 3 9 , 0 2 5 .7 0 1 , 5 0 6 , 8 1 2 . 8 8
C u s t e r 9 1 8 2 .5 0 1 , 6 9 2 .3 2 3 3 8 .4 8 2 , 6 0 0 . 7 2
D e e r lo d g e 180 3 6 ,5 3 6 .9 1 1, 0 0 1 , 3 4 7 .7 7 2 6 , 9 7 9 .9 2 4 2 9 ,6 8 5 . 3 0
F la th e a d 142 1 2 0 ,2 4 7 .8 7 6 , 7 0 7 , 3 4 8 . 2 8 1 1 8 ,3 6 4 .3 3 4 , 4 1 1 , 3 5 4 . 5 3
G a l l a t i n 112 4 , 8 8 6 . 3 9 1 1 1 ,6 1 3 .3 7 1 2 ,4 7 4 .5 9 144,923.66
F le le n a 2 16 5,979.40 4 3 , 5 0 8 .3 0 2 5 , 3 8 9 . 6 4 3 7 4 ,5 0 0 . 2 6
K a n ik s u 42 1 6 ,2 7 3 .3 1 1 , 0 3 9 , 2 8 8 . 6 6 2 2 , 0 0 3 .4 6 7 7 8 ,6 1 8 . 3 4
K o o te n a i 369 1 6 1 ,8 9 8 .5 3 6 , 7 5 7 , 6 2 1 . 3 4 1 6 6 ,0 1 8 .5 4 6,373,626.00
L e w is  and C l a r k 248 3 , 3 2 3 . 5 5 7 5 , 6 6 7 .0 9 1 9 ,4 4 6 .9 0 1 1 3 ,0 0 7 .1 4
L o lo 2 63 6 9 , 0 8 4 .5 7 3 , 5 2 8 , 6 5 3 . 5 9 1 2 9 ,5 2 2 .2 7 5 , 2 0 8 . 3 5 9 .8 1
T o t a l  M o n ta n a  1 ,9 6 7 4 6 5 ,8 2 3 . 5 6 2 0 , 8 7 2 , 0 8 0 . 2 5 5 8 3 ,4 4 0 .0 1 1 9 , 4 6 9 , 1 8 4 . 1 9
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^ S h i r l e y  A n d e r s o n ,  R e s o u r c e  C l e r k ,  B e a v e rh e a d  N a t io n a l  F o r e s t  fo u n d  t h a t  th e  t o ta l  v a lu e  f o r  t i m b e r  
c u t  w a s  $ 1 3 0 ,5 3 3 . 5 0  ( i n c lu d in g  $321 .3 5  f o r  C h r i s t m a s  t r e e s ) .
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C o n v e r t i b le  P r o d u c t s  ( c o n t in u e d )
3" S ta te  and  N o . S O L D C U T
i3 F o r e s t  S a le s V o lu m e V a lu e V o lu m e V  a lu eCD
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c
3.3"CD
N o r t h  D a k o ta  
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4 0 . 0 0
3"O T o t a l  N o r t h  D a k o ta 4 . 0 0 4 0 . 0 0
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W a s h in g to n
C o l v i l l e  100
K a n ik s u  194
8 1 , 3 1 1 .4 7  
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3 , 8 0 7 , 8 8 3 . 5 6
4 6 9 ,7 2 8 .0 4
6 1 , 0 7 5 .5 0  
5 5 , 0 5 5 . 1 9
2 , 4 3 1 , 7 3 4 . 6 9  
2 , 3 6 2 , 3 5 2 . 6 4
1—KCD
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T o t a l  R - 1 , 1972 2 ,1 8 2
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4 5 , 8 7 7 ,7 7 3 . 7 2  
2 1 , 8 9 2 , 4 9 0 . 4 0
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4 3 , 1 8 3 , 6 7 6 . 2 3
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APPENDIX B, TABLE 6-3 (Continued)
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N o n - C o n v e r t i b l e  P r o d u c t s
S ta te  and N o . C H R I S T M A S  T R E E S M I S C E L L A N E O U S
F o r e s t S a le s S o ld C u t S o ld C u t
N o . T r e e s  V a lu e N o .  T r e e s  V a lu e N o .S a le s V a lu e V a lu e
$ $ $ $
Id a h o
C le a r w a t e r 2 1 5 .0 0 1 5 .0 0
C o e u r  d 'A le n e 4 504 1 7 2 .2 4 362 1 2 4 .2 4 1 1 2 .0 0
K a n ik s u 10 6 ,5 2 1 1 , 1 1 3 . 9 3 4 , 1 0 4 6 0 0 .0 9 5 1 8 5 .0 0 5 . 0 0
K o o te n a i 1 75 6 3 .7 5 74 6 3 .7 5
N e z p e r c e
S t .  J o e 8 2 , 0 1 6 2 1 8 .8 1 1,703 2 1 8 .8 1
T o t a l  Id a h o 23 9 ,1 1 6 1 ,5 6 8 . 7 3 6 ,2 4 3 1 , 0 0 6 . 8 9 8 2 1 2 ,0 0 2 0 . 0 0
M o n ta n a
B e a v e rh e a d 4 2 , 9 9 6 5 9 7 .6 5 2 ,0 4 3 3 2 1 .3 5
B i t t e r r o o t 12 1 0 ,0 2 0 1 , 2 5 2 . 5 0 7 , 8 4 0 9 8 0 .5 0
C u s t e r
D e e r lo d g e 16 4 ,8 8 1 7 2 4 .5 0 3,831 5 9 2 .6 5
F la th e a d 11 6 ,2 4 8 2 , 0 1 9 . 3 0 1 ,672 4 5 6 .7 7 1 1 0 .0 0 1 0 .0 0
G a l l a t i n 15 8 , 3 8 6 2 , 1 4 7 . 0 0 1 0 ,4 4 5 2 , 4 9 9 . 0 0 8 6 2 .0 0 1 3 7 .0 0
H e le n a 1 100 2 0 .0 0 100 2 0 .0 0
K a n ik s u 9 2 , 8 0 0 5 4 8 .0 0 3 ,2 0 0 5 4 8 .0 0
K o o te n a i 68 9 ,7 1 3 1 0 ,4 4 0 .7 5 2 1 ,7 1 7 1 4 ,3 4 6 .9 9
L e w is  & C l a r k 14 1 5 ,0 0 0 3 , 4 3 5 . 0 0 14,100 3 , 0 3 5 . 0 0
L o lo 12 5 , 9 9 9 6 2 9 .5 0 4 ,6 76 5 2 1 .7 5 6 1 2 1 .2 5 1 4 2 .2 5
T o t a l  M o n ta n a 162 6 6 ,1 4 3  21 , 8 1 4 . 2 0 6 9 ,6 2 4 2 3 ,3 2 2 .0 1 15 193.25 2 8 9 .2 5
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N o n - C o n v e r t i b l e  P r o d u c t s
C H R I S T M A S  T R E E S M I S C E L L A N E O U S
S ta te  a nd  N o . S o ld C u t S o ld C u t
F o r e s t  S a le s N o .  T r e e s  V a lu e N o . T  r e e s V a lu e N o . S a le s V a lu e V a lu e
N o r t h  D a k o ta  
C u s t e r
$ $ $ $
T o t a l  N o r t h  D a k o ta
W a s h in g to n  
C o l v i l l e  2 
K a n ik s u  3
848
1 ,6 4 0
1 2 5 .0 0
2 6 9 .0 0
715 
1 ,6 4 0
1 3 3 .1 0  
2 6 9 .0 0
T o t a l  W a s h in g to n  5 2 , 4 8 8 3 9 4 .0 0 2 ,3 5 5 4 0 2 .1 0
R -1  T o t a l ,  1973 190 
R - 1  T o t a l ,  1972 196
7 7 ,7 4 7
9 8 ,1 3 5
2 3 , 7 7 6 . 9 3  7 8 ,2 2 2  
2 6 , 6 1 9 . 6 8  195 ,555
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28
, 7 3 1 . 0 0  
, 9 5 8 .7 4
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17
4 0 5 .2 5
4 3 6 .0 0
3 0 9 .2 5
2 7 0 .0 0
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A P P E N D I X  B ,  T A B L E  6 - 4  
T I M B E R  C U T  A N D  S O L D  R E P O R T ,  R E G IO N  O N E  
F i s c a l  Y e a r  1972
S ta te  and N o .
C o n v e r t i b le  P r o d u c ts
S O L D C U T
F o r e s t S a le s V o lu m e V a lu e V o lu m e V a lu e
M B F $ M B F $
Id aho
C le a r w a t e r 58 1 0 5 ,6 8 3 .2 0 2 , 1 0 6 , 5 0 2 . 6 6 1 3 2 ,0 8 9 .3 9 3 , 3 1 2 , 9 9 7 . 6 0
C o e u r  d 'A le n e 113 9 4 ,1 7 2 .7 1 2 , 5 1 3 , 9 0 6 . 1 5 8 2 , 0 7 8 .6 3 2 , 6 4 1 , 9 0 8 . 9 0
K a n ik s u 114 8 2 , 7 7 9 .4 5 1 , 3 0 9 , 9 3 1 .16 7 9 , 7 2 6 .8 3 1 , 8 4 1 , 8 1 7 . 7 3
K o o te n a i 3 1 6 , 1 3 2 .8 0 2 2 6 ,8 6 2 . 0 0 1 0 ,7 2 7 .5 5 1 9 3 ,2 8 3 .3 9
N e z p e rc e 67 8 2 , 3 5 3 .0 3 1 ,6 1 1 ,8 7 2 .6 1 1 0 5 ,6 6 7 .8 5 2 , 2 9 1 , 5 5 6 . 4 0
S t .  J o e 62 6 5 , 2 9 4 .7 7 1 , 6 6 0 , 4 2 3 . 3 7 1 0 6 ,4 2 2 .2 6 3,236,177.37
T o t a l  Id a h o 417 4 4 6 ,4 1 5 . 9 6 9 , 4 2 9 , 4 9 7 . 9 5 5 1 6 ,7 1 2 .5 1 13,517,741.3 9
M o n ta n a
B e a v e rh e a d 137 1 , 1 1 7 .3 7 4 , 8 9 7 . 9 9 16,448.35 8 5 , 5 7 2 .4 4
B i t t e r r o o t 159 3 0 ,2 0 1 .8 1 1 , 0 1 4 , 8 1 3 . 0 6 45,570.58 1 , 2 0 2 , 0 0 0 .5 7
C u s t e r 19 2 0 4 .8 0 7 1 5 .5 5 4 , 7 3 1 . 2 4 2 7 , 2 8 2 . 3 6
D e e r lo d g e 114 2 3 , 4 1 6 .5 8 3 8 6 ,6 6 7 . 6 9 2 9 , 9 7 7 .9 9 2 3 6 ,8 0 9 .7 7
F la th e a d 177 1 3 1 ,9 2 1 .3 3 2 , 8 2 5 , 5 9 2 . 3 7 1 5 6 ,4 2 4 .5 2 4,902,417.06
G a l l a t i n 130 7 , 9 1 5 . 9 6 1 3 2 ,-9 5 0 .2 5 24,595.78 2 0 7 ,6 5 0 .7 2
H e le n a 156 2 , 3 0 4 . 2 0 9 , 0 4 3 . 3 5 1 5 ,8 0 4 .5 6 1 3 0 ,6 2 5 .7 4
K a n ik s u 21 1 6 ,9 2 2 .7 0 4 4 8 ,1 0 7 .9 1 2 5 , 6 2 0 .2 3 7 0 0 ,7 4 5 .6 7
K o o te n a i 252 1 2 0 ,7 9 2 .0 5 2 , 1 1 6 , 2 1 9 . 8 6 1 8 7 ,3 6 8 .4 8 6 , 0 5 0 , 3 6 5 . 5 4
L e w is  & C l a r k 213 5 , 9 2 8 . 4 9 86,644.61 1 1 ,4 9 8 .3 1 3 0 , 2 7 3 .7 3
L o l o 2 16 8 5 , 1 8 2 .5 8 2 , 5 7 0 , 2 0 0 . 3 0 1 5 8 ,1 3 0 .4 1 5 , 7 9 9 , 3 6 3 . 9 6
T o t a l  M o n ta n a 1594 4 2 5 ,9 0 7 .8 7 9 , 5 9 5 , 8 5 2 . 9 4 6 7 6 ,1 7 0 .4 5 1 9 , 3 7 3 ,1 0 7 . 5 6
ro
0
01
CD
■D
O
Q .
C
g
Q .
■D
CD
C/)
o"3
O
A P P E N D I X  B ,  T A B L E  6 - 4  (C o n t in u e d )
8
3
3"
CD
CD"O
O
Q .
C
a
O
3
■D
O
CD
Q .
■D
CD
C /)
C /)
C o n v e r t i b le  P r o d u c t s
S ta te  and  N o . S O L D C U T
F o r e s t  S a le s V o lu m e V a lu e V o lu m e V a lu e
M B F $ M B F $
N o r t h  D a k o ta  
C u s t e r 8 ,2 5 6 5 . 0 0
T o t a l  N o r t h  D a k o ta 8 .2 5 6 5 .0 0
W a s h in g to n  
C o l v i l l e  62 
K a n ik s u  109
7 8 , 2 0 3 .2 4
4 8 ,7 5 9 .4 1
1 ,7 2 3 ,9 6 3 .0 1  
1 , 1 4 3 , 1 8 6 . 5 0
5 7 ,2 4 8 .2 5
5 8 , 0 6 5 .7 5
2 , 0 7 0 , 7 0 7 . 4 3  
2 , 0 5 1 , 2 1 3 . 5 9
T o t a l  W a s h in g to n  171 1 2 6 ,9 6 2 .6 5 2 ,8 6 7 , 1 3 9 .5 1 1 1 5 ,3 1 4 .0 0 4 ,1 2 1  , 9 2 1 .0 2
R -1  T o t a l ,  1972 2 ,1 8 2  
R -1  T o t a l , 1971 2 , 4 1 9
9 9 9 ,2 8 6 . 4 8  
1 ,1 8 5 ,5 7 5 .6 1
2 1 , 8 9 2 , 4 9 0 . 4 0  
1 3 ,3 5 6 ,9 0 8 . 3 4
1 ,3 0 8 ,2 0 5 .2 1  
1 , 3 0 3 , 0 8 3 .0 3
3 7 , 0 1 2 ,8 3 4 . 9 7
2 3 ,1 3 3 ,0 2 7 .2 1
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APPENDIX B. TABLE 6-4 (Continued)
N o n - C o n v e r t i b l e  P r o d u c t s C H R I S T M A S  T R E E S M I S C E L L A N E O U S
S o ld C u t S o ld C u t
S ta te  and N o . N o . $ N o . $ N o . $ $
F o r e s t S a le s T  r e e s V a lu e T  r e e s V a lu e S a le s V a lu e V a lu e
Id aho
C le a r w a t e r 2 381 3 4 .0 5 342 3 4 .0 5 1 5 . 0 0 5 . 0 0
C o e u r  d 'A le n e 6 2 ,9 0 8 4 8 8 .1 2 2 ,9 0 1 4 8 5 .2 8
K a n ik s u 9 4 ,2 2 0 1 , 0 4 3 . 5 0 5 ,6 9 5 9 1 2 .6 7 2 1 0 0 .0 0 1 0 0 .0 0
K o o te n a i 1 113 21 .2 5 113 21 ,2 5
N e z p e r c e
S t .  J o e 4 1 ,447 125 .21 1 ,5 4 5 1 3 5 .7 5
T o t a l  Id aho 22 9 ,0 6 9 1 ,7 1 2 . 1 3 10,596 1 ,5 8 9 .0 0 3 1 0 5 .0 0 1 0 5 .0 0
M o n ta n a
B e a v e r h e a d 3 1 ,0 4 5 1 4 5 .2 0 1 ,045 1 4 5 .2 0
B i t t e r r o o t 15 1 1 ,4 4 4 1 , 4 2 0 . 5 0 9 ,3 3 8 1 ,1 6 7 .2 5
C u s t e r
D e e r lo d g e 12 1 ,6 2 4 3 6 3 .6 5 2 ,7 4 4 4 8 3 .6 5
F la th e a d 19 1 2 ,9 3 0 2 , 0 9 1 . 5 0 5 ,9 0 7 8 5 1 .2 6 5 1 2 0 .0 0 65 .00
G a l l a t i n 17 9 , 8 0 4 2 , 3 1 4 . 0 0 5,905 1 ,5 2 4 .0 0 3 1 0 0 .0 0
H e le n a 1 100 2 0 . 0 0 100 2 0 . 0 0
K a n ik s u 6 2 , 1 0 0 3 5 2 .5 0 1 ,8 6 3 3 2 6 .0 6
K o o te n a i 63 3 2 ,8 5 1 1 4 ,6 1 4 .7 0  1 4 3 ,3 5 3 2 0 , 0 1 7 .0 7
L e w is  & C l a r k 15 8,730 1 ,7 4 6 . 0 0 5 ,2 3 0 1 ,5 4 2 .0 0 1 0 .0 0
L o lo 16 5,880 1 , 4 5 7 . 5 0 6,547 8 4 8 .6 5 6 1 1 1 .0 0 9 0 .0 0
T o t a l  M o n ta n a 167 8 6 ,5 0 8 2 4 , 5 3 5 .5 5 1 8 2 ,0 3 2 2 6 , 9 2 5 .1 4 14 3 3 1 .0 0 1 6 5 .0 0
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N o n - C o n v e r t i b l e  P r o d u c t s C H R I S T M A S  T R E E S M I S C E L L A N E O U S
S o ld C u t S o ld C u t
S ta te  and  N o .  
F o r e s t  S a le s
N o .
T  r e e s
$
V a lu e
N o .
T  re e s
$
V a lu e
N o .
S a le s
$
V a lu e
$
V a lu e
N o r th  D a k o ta  
C u s t e r
T o t a l  N o r t h  D a k o ta
W a s h in g to n
C o l v i l l e
K a n ik s u
7 2 ,5 5 8 3 7 2 .0 0 2 ,9 2 7 4 4 4 .6 0
T o t a l  W a s h in g to n 7 2 ,5 5 8 3 7 2 .0 0 2 ,9 2 7 4 4 4 .6 0
R -1  T o t a l ,  1972 
R -1  T o t a l ,  1971
196
193
9 8 ,1 3 5
1 1 3 ,3 9 4
2 6 , 6 1 9 .6 8
1 9 ,8 0 5 .1 0
1 9 5 ,5 5 5
1 9 3 ,5 4 0
2 8 , 9 5 8 .7 4
2 5 ,9 8 2 .6 1
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4 3 6 .0 0  
1 5 1 .8 4
2 7 0 .0 0
3 1 6 .0 4
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Appendix B, Part 7 
Water Data Calculations by Forest by County 
and Average Annual Water Yields (1970)
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Table 7-1 , Water by Forest by County, is a summary based 
on a forest's percent acreage within the counties. Since acre feet 
of water is in terms of 1970 yields, while the acreage for the 
apportionment in in terms of 1975 acres, a comment as to how the 
summary is biased is added in the case of each forest. Note that 
it is assumed that an increase in acreage means there is an in­
crease in total water yield which would make the estimates con­
servative, and vise versa.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
a p p e n d i x  b , t a b l e  7 -1
W A T E R  B Y  F O R E S T  B Y  C O U N T Y
BEAVERHEAD 
NATIONAL FOREST
Total Acre Feet =
1,683,000
Beaverhead County 
Deerlodge County 
Gallatin County 
Madison County 
Silver Bow County
64.9% X 1,683,000
4.8% X 1,683,000
O . 0%
28.6% X 1,683,000
1.7% X 1,683,000
1,092,267.00
80.784.00
481,338.00
28.611.00
1,683,OOO.00
1975 2,114,577 National Forest Acreage
1970 2,111,070 National Forest Acreage
+ 3,507 Actual difference
Due to a recent change in land status records this is a conservative 
estimate .
BITTERROOT (MONTANA) 
NATIONAL FOREST
Total Acre Feet 
1,440,000
Missoula County 
Ravalli County
1.0% X 1,440,000
99.0% X 1,440,000
14,400.OO
1,425,600.00
1,440,OOO.00
1975 1 ,115,083 National Forest Acreage
1970 1 ,115,107 National Forest Acreage
+ 24 Actual difference
There is no considerable effect.
21 1
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appendix b , table 7-1 (Continued)
DEERLODGE Total Acre Feet =
NATIONAL FOREST 1,015,000
Deer Lodge County 4.8% X 1,015,000 48,720.00
Granite County 37.8% X 1,015,000 = 383,670.00
Jefferson County 30.6% X 1,015,000 310,590.00
Madison County 6.6% X 1,015,000 66,990.00
Powell County 7.2% X 1,015,000 = 73,080.00
Silver Bow County 13.0% X 1,015,000 = 131,950.00
1,015,000.00
1975 1,176,452 National Forest Acreage
1970 1,181,586 National Forest Acreage
-  5,134 Actual difference
Due to land exchanges this is an inflated estimate.
FLATHEAD Total Acre Feet =
NATIONAL FOREST 4,540,000
Flathead County 72 .9% X 4,540,000 — 3,309,660.00
Lake County 6.9% X 4,540,000 = 313,260.00
Lewis & Clark County 1 .7% X 4,540,OOO 77,180.00
Lincoln County .7% X 4,540,000 = 31,780.00
Missoula County 7.0% X 4,540,000 = 317,800.00
Powell County 1 0 .8% X 4,540,000 - 490,320.00
4,540,000.00
1975 2,363,415 National Forest Acreage
1970 2,341,477 National Forest Acreage
+ 21,938 Actual difference
Due to the Hungry Horse transfer and new land status records this is a
conservative estimate.
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a p p e n d i x  b , t a b l e  7 - 1  ( C o n t in u e d )
GALLATIN Total Acre Peet =
n a t io n a l  FOREST 1,780,000
Carbon County 2.3% X 1 ,780,000 = 40,940.00
Gallatin County 35.0% X 1,780,000 623,000.00
Madison County 6.4% X 1,780,000 113,920.00
Meagher County .7% X 1,780,000 = 12,460,00
Park County 44.8% X 1,780,000 797,440.00
Sweetgrass County 10.8% X 1,780,000 = 192,240.00
1 ,780,OOO.OO
1975 1 ,722,092 National Forest Acreage
1970 1 ,701 ,338 National Forest Acreage
+ 20,754 Actual difference
Difference is due to new land status records; hence, conservative 
estimate .
l e w is  and  CLARK Total Acre Feet =
NATIONAL FOREST 1,435,000
Cascade County 9.7% X 1,435,000 - 1 39,195.00
Chouteau County 1 .8% X 1,435,OOO - 25,830.00
Fergus County 5.1% X 1,435,000 = 73,185.00
Glacier County 1 . 4% X 1,435,000 = 20,090.00
Golden Valley County 1 .3% X 1,435,OOO 18,655.00
Judith Basin County 16.0% X 1,435,000 = 229,600.00
Lewis & Clark County 22 .0% X 1,435,OOO 315,700.00
Meagher County 20.3% X 1,435,OOO — 291,305.00
Park County 0.0% ----
Pondera County 5 .7% X 1 ,435,OOO 81,795.00
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a p p e n d ix  b , t a b l e  7-1 (Continued) 
Sweetgrass County .2% X 1,435,000
Teton County 12.9% X 1,435,000
Wheatland County 3.6% X 1,435,000 =
1975 1 ,835,264 National Forest Acreage
1970 1 , 834, 1 96 National Forest Acreage
+ 1,068 Actual difference
This is a conservative estimate.
2,870.00 
185,115.00 
51,660.00 
1,435,000.00
LOLO NATIONAL 
FOREST
T otal 
3,
Acre Eeet = 
130,000
Flathead County .6% X 3,130,000 18,780.00
Granite County 1 0.4% X 3,130,000 = 325,520.00
Lake County 0.0% —
Lewis & Clark County 3.6 X 3,130,000 = 112,680.00
Mineral County 31 .0% X 3,130,OOO 970,300.OO
Missoula County 23.9% X 3,130,000 = 748,070.00
Powell County 7.0% X 3,130,000 = 219,100.00
Ravalli County .3% X 3,130,OOO = 9,390.00
Sanders County 23.2% X 3,130,000 726,160.00 
3,130,000.00
1975 2,089,810 
1970 2,086,011 
+ 3,799
National Forest Acreage 
National Forest Acreage 
Actual difference
Difference is due to land exchange and revision in 
records; hence, conservative estimate.
new land status
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APPÊ NDIX B, table 7—1 (Continued)
CUSTER NATIONAL
f o r e s t
Total
1,
Acre Feet = 
072,000
Carbon County 25.5% X 1,072,000 273,360.00
Carter County 8.0% X 1,072,000 85,760.00
Park County 3.1% X 1,072,000 33,232.00
Powder River County 30.7% X 1,072,000 329,104.00
Rosebud County 8.6% X 1,072,OOO 92,192.00
Stillwater County 16.7% X 1,072,OOO 179,024.00
Sweetgrass County 7.4% X 1,072,000 79,328.00
1,072,000.00
1975 1,113,892 National Forest Acreage 
1970 1,112,174 National Forest Acreage 
+ 1,718 Actual difference
Difference due to recent 
conservative estimate.
revision of new land status records; hence.
KOOTENAI 
NATIONAL FOREST
Total Acre Feet = 
2,045,000 *
Flathead County 2.9% X 2,045,OOO 59,305,00
Lincoln County 94 .5% X 2,045,000 = 1,932,525.00
Sanders County . 1 % X 2,045,000 2,045.00
2,045,000.00
1975 1,827,375 National Forest Acreage
1970 1,81 9,376 National Forest Acreage
7,999 Actual difference
Difference is generally Department of the Army, Libby Dam; hence, 
conservative estimate.
*2.5% is in Idaho and not added here.
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appendix B, table 7-1 (Continued)
KANISKU
NATIONAL FOREST
(Montana)
Total Acre Feet =
420,000
Lincoln County 4.7% X 420,000 = 19,740.00
Sanders County 95.3 X 420,000 = 400,260.00
420,000.00
1975 446,962 National Forest Acreage 
1970 447,216 National Forest Acreage 
-  254 Actual difference
Difference due to various exchanges; hence, inflated estimate.
H ELENA
NATIONAL FOREST
Total Acre Feet = 
315,000
Broadwater County 18.3% X 315,000 = 57,645.00
Cascade County 0.0% ----
Gallatin County 0.0% —
Jefferson County 10.7% X 315,000 = 33,705.00
Lewis & Clark County 48 .5% X 315,000 = 152,775.00
Meagher County 6.0% X 315,000 = 18,900.00
Powell County 16.5% X 315,000 = 51,975.00
315,000.00
1975 972,408 National Forest Acreage 
1970 969,000 National Forest Acreage 
+3,408 Actual difference
Difference is due to land exchanges; hence, conservative estimate.
Source: Wheeler, R. I I . ,  Regional Nydrologist, Average Annual Water 
Yield from National Forest System Lands, U.S. Forest Service , 
Regional Office, Missoula. Unpublished data.
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a p p e n d ix  b , TABLE 7-2 
AVERAGE ANNUAL WATER VIELD FROM
n a t io n a l  f o r e s t  s y s t e m  la n d s
Runoff Runoff
Forest Acres Total Ac . F t. A .F ./A c In/Ac
Beaverhead 2,111,070 1,683,000 .796 9.56
Bitterroot, Ida. 460,812 1,010,000 2.190 26.28
Bitterroot, Mt. 1, 115 ,107 1,440,000 1 .290 15.48
Clearwater 1,676,639 5,000,000 2.980 35.76
Coeur d'Alene, Ida. 723,388 1,795,000 2.480 29.76
Colville 933,045 980,000 1 .050 12.60
Custe r—Beartooth,
Montana 577,450 845,000 1 .460 17.52
Custe r~ Ashland,
etc . , Montana 534,724 227,000 0.420 5.04
Deer lodge—East 544,562 195,000 0.358 4.30
Deer lodge—West 637,024 820,000 1 .290 15.48
Flathead 2,341,477 4,540,000 1 .940 23.28
Gallatin 1,701,338 1,780,000 1 .046 12.55
Helena-East 552,330 195,000 0.350 4.20
Helena-West 416,670 120,000 0 .290 3.48
Kaniksu, Wash. 282,743 541,000 1 .910 22.92
Kaniksu, Ida. 891,629 1,770,000 1 .980 23.56
Kaniksu, Montana 447,216 420,000 0.920 11.04
Kootenai 1,819,376 2,045,000 1.120 13.44
Lewis & Clark 1,834,196 1,435,000 0.780 9.36
Lolo 2,086,011 3,130,000 1 .500 18.00
Nezperce 2,196,808 2,970,000 1 .350 16.20
St. Joe 862,589 1,090,000 1 .260 15.12
Based on USCS Water Supply Papers
Source: U.S. Forest Service, Regional Office. R. H. Wheeler,
Regional Hydrologist , 1970.
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A P P E N D I X  B ,  T A B L E  7 - 3  
K O O T E N A I  N A T I O N A L  F O R E S T  R E C R E A T IO N  V I S I T O R  D A Y S  A N D  V A L U E S  
IN C L U D IN G  T H O S E  V I S I T O R  D A Y S  A N D  V A L U E S  F O R  T H E  K A N IK S U  NATIONAL F O R E S T
C A L C U L A T E D  S E P A R A T E L Y  IN  1972 A N D  1973^
o
3CD
8
(O'3"
C o u n ty Y e a r
K o o te n a i  K a n ik s u  K o o te n a i  K a n ik s u  
V i s i t o r  D a y  V i s i t o r  D a y  R e c r e a t i o n  R e c r e a t io n  
U s e  U se  V a lu e  V a lu e
T o t a l  
V i s i t o r  D a y  
U s e
T o t a l  
R e c r e a t io n  V a lu e
1974 14,100 0 115,015 0 1 4 ,1 0 0 1 1 5 ,0 1 5
g F la th e a d 1973 15,000 0 1 2 2 ,1 3 5 0 15,000 1 2 2 ,1 3 5
CD 1972 1 0 ,3 0 0 0 74,020 0 10,300 7 4 ,0 2 0
"nc T O T A L S . . 39,400 3 1 1 ,1 7 0
3"CD M E A N  A V E R A G E S  . . . 1 3 ,1 3 3 103,723
CD 1974 274,200 ( In c lu d e d )  2 ,0 2 8 , 8 4 5 ( In c lu d e d ) 274,200 2 , 0 2 8 , 8 4 5■D
O L in c o ln 1973 306,400 7 , 4 0 0 2 , 5 2 4 , 4 9 0 9 3 ,9 3 0 313,800 2,618,420
C
a fO 1972 307,000 6,300 2,080,595 70,080 3 1 3 ,3 0 0 2 ,1 5 0 ,6 7 5
o'3 CO T O T A L S . . 9 0 1 ,3 0 0 6 , 7 9 7 , 9 4 0
■D
O M E A N  A V E R A G E S  . . . 300,433 2 , 2 6 5 , 9 8 03"
CJ 1974 4 2 ,1 0 0 ( In c lu d e d ) 3 4 2 ,9 5 5 ( In c lu d e d ) 4 2 ,1 0 0 3 4 2 ,9 5 5
CDQ. S a n d e r s 1973 2 , 8 0 0 50,800 3 6 ,9 3 5 383,950 53,600 4 2 0 ,8 8 5
$ 1—H 1972 2 0 0 5 0 ,7 0 0 3,000 3 2 2 ,0 2 5 5 0 ,9 0 0 3 2 5 ,0 2 5
Oc T O T A L S . . 1 4 6 ,6 0 0 1 ,0 8 8 ,8 6 5
T3CD M E A N  A V E R A G E S  . . . 4 8 ,8 6 7 3 6 2 ,9 5 5
i. T O T A L  A V E R A G E  V I S I T O R  D A Y S 3 6 2 ,4 3 3
W
o ' T O T A L  A V E R A G E  R E C R E A T IO N  V A L U E  . . . . $ 2 , 7 3 2 , 6 5 8
11n 1974 th e  K o o te n a i  N a t io n a l  F o r e s t  began  a d m in is t e r in g  th e  K a n ik s u  N a t io n a l  F o r e s t  in  M o n ta n a .  
P r e v io u s  to  t h a t  t i m e ,  th e  K a n ik s u  N a t io n a l  F o r e s t  a d m in is t e r e d  i t s e l f .
^ A U  r e c r e a t i o n  v a lu e s  w e r e  c a lc u la te d  u s in g  th e  lo w e s t  " w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  p a y "  e s t i m a t e . No R O I 
a n a ly s i s  had b e e n  in s t ig a te d  on  th e  K o o te n a i  N a t io n a l  F o r e s t  a t  th e  t im e  o f  t h i s  s t u d y .
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a p p e n d ix  c
COMPUTER PROGRAMS
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Appendix C ,  Part 1 
Calculation of the Average Fair Market Value for Grazing
Separate short basic programs were written for each county 
within each national forest; and they were further separated as to 
cow and horse allotments or sheep and goat allotments . Data was 
entered for all three years from each allotment. As can be seen 
(page 221), the calculations were made through simple matrix 
multiplication.
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a p p e n d i x  c , i l l u s t r a t i o n  1 -1
RFADY 
LI ST
cue ;■ i '1 1 9 ;P. o
10 PPIiiT " CLH FPV . C UST
20 DIP A(13,3),U( 3, 1 ) ,
25 f 1 - 1
3.0 P A T  ^ P A D  A
40 ;;a t  n P A D  D
50 P A T  C
00 C1=0
70 FOP I= 1 TO P
30 C1=C1+C(I V 1 )
90 NEXT I
100 PR IP T > . T O T A L  FP V . FO
1 1 0 PRIlJT Cl
123 C2--C 1/3
123 P R I P T" A V E R . F.PR FG
140 PP.I P T C2
150 L .0 TA 1 123,10 3 9, 11 4 3
1 63 D.AT.A 1 20, 123, 1 2 3
1 73 D.TT.A V.', ol 3 1 3
ICG DATA 0 3 3 , 0 3 9 , 6 30
193 DATA 123,123, 1 23
23 3 DATA . 4... ,
21 3 DATA 13 5,135, 1 35
22 3 DATA .';3 7, 4 3 7, 44 2
23G DATA 2 3 7 , 2 9  1, 29 1
240 DATA 190,19C, 1 93
250 DATA 1 .34, 1 . 4 1 , 1.37
263 El ID
READY
nun PH
C£H FPV. CUSTE?. 11. F ■, ST
fie-SEP-75
Ri ;i. F. ̂ £TILL"ATP.P CTY. 
C(1C,1)
3 YP.G*
3 YP5.IS:
TOTAL FÎÎV. FOP 3 YP.S 
1 4 6 8 8 .
AVEP.FMV. FOP. 3 YP.G . I S : 
4896.
TIME: e. i 7 SECS.
READY
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Appendix C, Part 2 
Calculation of the "Low” Recreation V isitor Day 
Values for Each County by Forest
Seven OMNITAB programs (resembling the one on the following 
pages), were written to handle the visitor day use for three years 
for all the forests and counties. Data and corresponding calculations 
were printed In columns and summed. This facilitated the analysis 
by making It easier to check visitor day use totals against totals 
derived by the Forest Service, and also It was systematically easier 
to transfer the data for average calculations.
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S t T  2
Ü *  c *  1 7 w J # ^ ^ i j  . a L, a 1 U L. • a A U J a t> a U a 7 4 : T . a Ga
^  V L w # l u j a a l U U a L' J * 1 2 J v a 1 I V . 2 j  J a 2 4 j C a I S . 3 a
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ÿ * V a l 0 » / J a  4 ^ U .  0 .  ZC 0 V a d f G a 0 a 35 J J •
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APPENDIX C, ILLUSTRATION 2-1 (Continued)
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